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JoviSf  10*  die  Maii,  1860. 

Ordered^  That  a  Select  Committee  be  appointed  on  the  operation  of  the  Act  9'k  10  Vict  c.  66, 
which  enacts  that  no  Poor  Person  shall  be  Removable  who  shall  have  resided  Five  Years  in  any 
Parish;  jndu)f  the  AoU'lO  k  11  Victc.  110,  and  U  k  12  Vict  c.  110,  which  oiact  that  the 
Relief  given  to  such  Irrtnovable  Persons  shall  be  .eharged  npon  the  Comman  iPand  of  the 
Union. 


JaviSy  17*  die  Maii,  1860. 
Conunittee  nominated  of— 


Mr.  ViUiers. 
Mr.  Barrow. 
Mr.  Telle  mache. 
Sir  William  Miles. 
The  Earl  of  March. 
Mr.  Knight 
Colonel  Smyth. 


Mr.  Avrton. 
Mr.  Maguire. 
Mr.  Lockhart 
Mr;  Cobbat 
Mr.  Beecroft. 
Mr.  Gregory. 


Ordered,  That  the  Committee  have  power  to  send  for  Persons,  Papers,  and  Records. 
Ordered,  That  Five  be  the  Quorum  of  the  Committee. 


Veneris,  25*  die  Maii,  1860. 

r.  Bowriqgibr  Abolition  of  th 
ittee. 

Ordered,  That  Mr.  Henry  Herbert  and  Sir  Edward  Orogan  be  added  to  the  Committee. 


Ordered,  That  the  Petition  of  J.  Bowriqgibr  Abolition  of  the  Pu>wer  of  ^granting  WkrranlB  of 
ilemaval,)bB  refiinDedto'the  Committee. 


Javis,  T  die  Junii,  1860. 


Ordered,  That  Mr.  Cobbett  be  discharged  'from  further  attendance  on  the  Committee ;  and 
that  Mr.  Uodson  be  added  thereto. 


Veneris,  15*  die  Junii,  1860. 


Ordered,  That  the  Reports  from  the  Select  Committees  on  Irremovable  Poor  in  Sessions  1858 
and  1859,  be  referred  to  tne  Committee. 


Lun<B,  25*  die  Junii,  1860. 


Ordered,  That  the  Petitioa  of  the  Chairman- of  the  Vestry  of  St  Mary  Within,  in  the  Carlisle 
Union  (jpresented  22  June],  be  referred  to  the  Committee. 


Luwe,  2*  die  Julii,  1860. 

Ordered,  That  the  Earl  of  March  be  discharged  from  further  attendance  on  the  Committee; 
and  that  Mr.  Sotheron  Estcourt  be  added  thereto. 


Martis,  10'  die  JuUi,  1860. 


Ordered,  That  the  Reports  of  the  Select  Committees  on  Poor  Removal  in  Sessions  1854  and 
1855,  and  the  Scoidh  and  Irish  Pauper  Removals  Bill,  of  Session  1856,  and  also  the  Poor  Re- 
moval Law  Amendment  Bill  of  Session  18o8,  be  referred  to  the  Cummittee. 


LuMB,  &"  die  Augusti,  1860. 


Ordered,  That  the  Committee  have  power  to  report  tbeii*  Opinion  and  Observations,  together 
with  ^e  Minutes  of  Evidence  taken  before  them,  to  The  House. 


REPORT p.iii 

PROCEEDINGS  OF  THE  COMMITTEE p.      t 

MINUTES  OF  EVIDENCE p.      1 

APPENDIX p.  443 

INDEX. p.  495 
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THE  8ELBCT'  mm/mrTEE.  appointed  on  the  operation.of  the  Act  9  &  10 
Viet.  c.  66,  which  enacts  that  no  Poor  Person^  dialL  be  Rbmoyablb 
who  shall  have  resided  Five  Years  in  any  Parish,  and  of  the  Acts 
M^&LL  Vict.  c.  no,  and  Fl  &  12  Vict,  c:  110,  which  enact  that  the 
Relief*  given  to  such  Irremovable  Persons  shall  be  charged  upon 

the  Common  Fund  of  the  Union  ; Have  considered  the  matters  to 

them  referred,  and  have  come  to  the  following  RESOLUTIONS,  which 
they  have  agreed  to  report  to  The  House. 

1.  That  the  operation  of  the  Act  (9  &  10  Vict.  c.  66)  is  beneficial  to  the  poor 
in  mitigating  the  hardships  necessarily  incidental  to  any  law  of  removal. 

2.  That  the  period  of  residence,  in  order  to  acquire  a  status  of  irremovability 
(if  that  status  be  continued),  may,  with  advantage  to  the  poor,  be  reduced 
from  five  years  to  three, 

3.  That  the  area  of  residence  necessary  for  acquiring  a  status  of  irremovability 
(if  that  status  be  continued)  may  also,  with  advantage  to  the  poor,  be  extended 
from  the  parish  to  the  whole  union. 

4.  That  orphan  children,  who  may  on  the  death  of  their  surviving  parent  be 
removable,  shall  have  the  status  of  irremovability  which  their  surviving  parent 
may  have  acquired. 

6.  That  the  cost  of  the  maintenance  of  such  lunatics  in  asylums  as  are  now 
chargeable  to  a  parish  within  a  union  should  be  charged  on  the  common  fund 
of  such  union. 

6.  That  the  contributions  of  parishes  in  unions  to  the  common  fund  should 
be  based  upon  a  consideration  of  the  annual  rateable  value,  and  the  amount  of 
the  population  combined  in  one  sum,  by  adding  the  amount  of  the  population, 
according  to  the  last  census,  to  the  amoxmt  of  the  parochial  assessment,  and  by 
taking  the  result  as  the  assessment  in  pounds  sterling. 

The  C!ommittee  desire  further  to  Report,  that  during  this  inquiry  evidence 
has  been  submitted  to  them  of  some  peculiar  evils  which  attend  the  removal  of 
Irish  Poor  when  chargeable  in  England.  These  chiefly  relate  to  the  mode 
and  form  of  conducting  removals,  and  they  would,  doubtless,  be  lessened  by  the 
adoption  of  the  foregoing  Resolutions,  as  greater  facilities  of  becoming  irre- 
movable (by  limiting  the  period  and  extending  the  area  of  residence)  would  be 
afforded  to  the  poor. 

The  Committee,  however,  in  order  to  prevent  entirely  the  recurrence  of  the 
evils  referred  to,  would  strongly  recommend  that  legislative  effect  should  be 
given  to  the  following  precautions ;  viz. — 

(a.)  That  no  warrant  shall  be  issued  for  the  removal  of  any  poor  person 
from  England  to  Ireland,  except  by  justices  assembled  at  a  petty  session, 
or  by  a  stipendiary  magistrate. 

(b.)  That  the  said  justices  or  magistrate  shall  not  issue  the  warrant 
without  seeing  the  head  of  the  family  to  be  removed,  and  being  satisfied 
that  each  of  the  parties  sought  to  be  removed  is  in  such  a  state  of  health 
as  not  to  be  liable  to  injury  by  removal 
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(c.)  That  a  statement  to  this  effect  shall  he  inserted  in  the  warrant, 
with  the  name  and  age  of  every  child  under  the  age  of  16  years  so  ordered 
to  he  removed,  together  with  the  name  of  the  place  where  the  justices  find 
the  pauper  to  have  heen  horn  or  to  have  resided. 

(d.)  That  during  the  winter  months  no  woman,  or  child  under  the  age 
of  14,  shall  be  sent  across  the  Channel  as  a  deck  passenger. 

(e.)  That  in  all  cases  of  removal  of  Irish  paupers,  the  removing  parish 
shall  be  bound  to  defiray  the  cost  of  the  removal  of  any  person  ordered  to 
be  removed,  to  the  place  in  Ireland  which,  upon  evidence  before  the  jus- 
tices, shall  appear  to  be  the  place  of  birth  or  residence  of  such  person. 

(f.)  That  a  copy  of  the  warrant  and  the  depositions  shall  be  sent,  if 
required,  to  the  Board  of  Guardians  in  Ireland  of  the  union  to  which  the 
removal  is  to  be  made. 

The  Committee  desire  to  express  their  opinion  that  the  Laws  of  Settlement 
and  Removal  should  receive  the  early  attention  of  the  Legislature. 


6  August  1860. 
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PROCEEDINGS  OF  THE  COMMITTEE. 


Martis,  22*  die  Mail,  1860. 


The  Committee  met. 

Mr.  Yilliers. 
Mr.  Barrow. 
Mr.  Cobbett 

Mr.  Vaikrt  was  called  to  the  Chur. 


Mr.  Tollemache. 
Mr.  Maguire. 
Mr.  Gregory. 


[Adjourned  to  Tuesday,  5th  June,  at  One  o'dook. 


Martu,  £<"  die  Junii,  I860. 

HSMBBBS  PBB8BNT : 

Mr.  YiLLiSBS  in  the  Chair. 


Mr.  ToUemaohe. 
Mr.  Maguire. 
Mr.  Banow. 
Mr.  Herbert. 
Mr.  Ayrton. 


'The  Committoe  examined  Mr.  John  Lomhert. 


Sir  William  MUes. 
Mr.  Gregory. 
Mr.  BeecrofiL 
Mr.  Knight. 


[Adjourned  till  Fri^y^  at  One  o'dock. 


Veneris^  9"  die  Junii^  1860. 


Mr.  Barrow. 
Mr.  Lockhart 
ifr.  Tollemache. 
Mr.  H.  Herbert 
Mr.  Beecroft. 
Sir  William  Miles. 


MBMBEB8  PBE8ENT : 

Mr.  YiLLiSBS  in  the  Chair. 

Mr.  Ml 


\  Maeuire. 
Mr.  Do&on. 
Mr.  Knight. 
Sir  Edward  Grogan. 
Mr.  Ayrton. 


^The  Committee  examined  Mr.  John  Lambert,  and  Mr.  fFiUiam  Page. 

[Adjourned  to  Tuesday^  at  One  o'dodb 
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Martis,  12'' die  Junii^  1860. 


HEHBEB8  PBE8ENT  : 

Mr.  YiLLiEBS  in  the  Chair. 


Mr.  Tollemache. 
Mr.  Dodson. 
Mr.  HeAert, 
Mr.  Beecroft. 
Mr.  Barrow. 
Mr.  Lockhart« 


S&.  Knight. 

Sir  Willmm  Miles. 

Mr.  Maguire. 

Mr.  AjTton, 

Sir  Edward  Qrogan. 


The  Committee  examined  Mr..  James  Cerder,  and  Ber.  Mark  Coxon. 

[Adjonmed  to  Friday,  at  Hal£-paat  Twelve  •'clMk. 


Veneris,  15*  die  Junii,  1860. 


MEMBEBS  PBE8ENT: 

Mr.  ViLLiEBS  in  the  Chair. 


Mr.  Herbert. 
Mr.  Dodson. 
Mr.  Knight. 
Mr.  ToUemache. 
Mr.  Barrow. 


1^  E.  Grogan. 
Mr.  Maguire. 
Sir  Willmm  Miles. 
Mr.  Beecroft. 


The  Committee  examined  Rev.  Mark   Coxon,  Mr.  Richard  Jones,  and  Mr.  AsUey 
Maples. 

[Adjourned  to  Tuesday,  at  One  o'dook 


MartiSf  19^  die  Junii,  1860. 


MEMBEBS  PBESEKT: 

Mr.  Villiees  in  Ae  Chair. 


Mr.  Dodson. 
Sir  W.  Miles. 
Mr.  Knight. 
Mr.  Beecroft. 


Mr.  Barrow. 
Mr.  Lockhart. 
Mr.  Henry  Herbert 
Mr.  Ayrton. 


The  Committee  examined  Mr.  B.  G.  Chamberlain,  and  Mr.  James  Joseph  Blake. 

[  A^oumed  to  Friday,  at  One  o'dook. 


Veneris,  22*  die  Jttrm,  1860. 


MEMBEBS  FBESENT: 


Mr.  YiLLiEBS  in  the  Chair. 


Sir  William  Miles. 
Mr.  Dodson. 
Mr.  Knighi. 
Mr.  Beecrofl. 


Mr.  BttirM^ 
Mr.  Lockhart. 
Mx.  Mamixe* 
Mr.  TolTemache. 


The  Committee  examined  Bfc.  Alfred  Moore,  and  Mr.  Thomas  Hedley. 

[Adjourned  to  Tuesday,  at  One  o^olook. 
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Martis,  26''  die  Junii,  1860. 


KEKBBBS  PBESEKT : 

Mr.  YiLLiCBB  in  the  Chair. 


Mr.  Knight. 
Mr.  Barrow. 
Mr.  Beecroft. 
Mr.  Tollemache. 
Mr.  Dodson. 


Sir  W.  Miles. 
Mr.  Lockhact. 
Mr.  Gregory, 
r.  Henry  Her 


Mr.  Henry  Herbert 

The  Committee  examined  Mr.  fF.  Wright,  Mr.  W.  JR.  Flinty  and  Mr.  Jolm  Lumby. 

[Adjourned  till  One  oVJoek  on  Fridl^« 


Veneris,  29*  die  Junii,  1860. 


MEMBEBS  FBBSEKT: 

Mr.  Y1LI.IBB8  im  4fae  -Ohair. 

Sir  William  Milea.  |  Mr.  Lockhart. 

Mt.  Dodson.  Mr.  Barrow. 

Mr.  HeniT  Herbert  Mr.  Tollemache. 

Mr.  Kni^t  Sir  E.  Grogau. 

Mr.  Beecroft.  Mr.  Gregory. 

Ihe  Conmiittee  examined  Rev.  Wilham  Peach,  Mr.  Richard  Burrows,  Mr.  Benru  Bobnes, 
Mr.  James  Ouzman,  and  Mr.  John  Gillman. 

[JLJIounwd  te  3?iieBdaf »  «t  QaeoVdoek. 


jSshsv99$,  fj  ette  ^attSy  i'^ov. 

MEMBEBS  FBE8ENT: 

Mr.  ViLLlEBS  in  the  Chair. 

Mr.  Tollemache. 
Sir  Edward  Grogam. 
Mr.  Lockhart 


Mr.  Magoire. 
Mr.  Barrow. 
Mr.  Ejiight 


Mr.  Henry  Herbert 

TVfr.  Beecroft, 

Mr.  Dodson. 

Mr.  Gregory. 

Mr.  Sotheron  Estconrt 


The  Committee  exminQd  Dr.  W.  WGee^  Captain  AP Bride,  and  Mr.  S.  J.  MacFarlane. 

[A<^oumed  to  Friday^  at  One  D'cbek. 

Veneris,  6*  die  JuUi,  1860. 


MBMBEB8  BBiESEKT: 

Mr.  ViLXiBEB  in  the  Chair. 


Mr.  Qrwory. 

Mr.  H.  Herbert 

Sir  William  Miles. 

Sir  Edward  GoNgan. 

Mr.  Beecroft. 

Mr.  Sothenm  JSetaonrt 


Colonel  Smyth. 
Mr.  Lockhart 
Mr.  Tollemache. 
Mr.  Knight 
Mr.  Magoire. 
Mr.  Ayrton. 


The  Committee  examined  Mr.  MacFarlane,  and  Mr.  Power. 

[Adjourned  to  Tuesday,  at-One  o'clock. 
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Martis,  10»  die  JuUi,  1860. 


MEMBERS  FBB8BNT: 

Mr.  ViLLiBRS  in  the  Chair. 

Colonel  Smyth. 
Mr.  Beecroft. 
Mr.  Maffuire. 
Mr.  ToUemaohe. 
Mr.  £[night. 

The  Committee  examined  Mr.  John  Owen,  Rev.  Thomas  Medland,  Mr.  John  Froit^ 
BJkd'ReY.J.  N.  Dalton. 

[Adjourned  to  Friday,  at  One  o'dock. 


Mr.  Dodson. 
Mr.  Gregory. 
Mr.  Henry  Herbert 
Mr.  Barrow. 
Mr.  Lockhart. 


Veneris,  13*  die  JuUi,  1860. 


MBMBBBS  PBB8ENT: 

Mr.  YiLLiEBS  in  the  Chair. 


Sir  William  Miles. 
Mr.  Dodson. 
Mr.  Lockhart 
Mr.  Barrow. 
Mr.  Ejiight 


Mr.  Beecroft. 
Mr.  Maguire. 
Mr.  ToUemache* 
Mr.  Ayrton. 


The  Committee  examined  Mr.  Richard  Meade-King,  Mr.  G.  Darby,  and  Mr.  Thonuu^ 
SaOeld. 

[Adjourned  to  Tuesday,  at  One  o'clock. 


Martis,  17*  die  Julii,  1860. 


MEMBEBS  FBE8EKT: 

Mr.  ViLLiEBS  in  the  Chair. 


Mr.  Maguire. 
Sir  William  ACles. 
Mr.  Lockhart. 
Mr.  Beecroft 
Mr.  Barrow. 
Mr.  Tollemache. 


Mr.  Knight 
Mr.  Gregory. 
Colonel  Smyth. 
Mr.  Dodson. 
Mr.  Ayrton. 


The  Committee  examined  Mr.  Barry  Sheehan,  Mr.  McManus,  Mr.  O^Shauffhnessy,  and 
Mr.  Henry  Humphreys. 

[Adjourned  to  Friday,  at  One  o'clock. 


Veneris,  20*  die  Julii,  1860. 


Mr.  Knight 
Mr.  Lockhart 


MBMBEB8  FBESBNT : 

Mr.  YlLLiEBS  in  the  Chair. 


Colonel  Smyth. 
Mr.  Beecroft. 
Mr.  Maguire. 


Mr.  Dodson. 
The  Committee  examined  Mr.  Darby,  and  the  Earl  of  Hardwicke  (by  leave). 

[Adjourned  to  Wednesday,  at  Twel  Ve  o'clock. 
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SELECT  COMMITTEE  ON  IREEMOVABLE  POOR. 
Mercurii,  25^  die  JulHy  1860. 


MBMBERS  present: 

Mr.  ViLLiEBB  in  the  Chair. 


Mr.  Dodson. 

Mr.  Barrow. 

Sir  Edward  Grogan. 

Mr.Lookhart 

Mr.  Elnight. 

SirmiminMUes. 


Mr.  Henry  Herbert 
Mr.  Sotheron  Eatoourt. 
Mr.  Beecroft. 
Mr.  Gr^ory. 
Mr.  Magoii^e. 


The  Committee  examined  Mr.  KtAahty  a  Member  of  the  C<»nmittee;  Mr.  PoUer;  Mr. 
Sotherom  Estcaurt,  a  Member  of  the  Conunittee. 

[ Adjour&ed  to  Friday^  at  Half-past  Twelyet 


Sir  William  Miles. 
Mr.  ToUemache. 
Mr.  Sotheron  Estconrt. 
Mr.  Henry  Herbert 
Mr.  Barrow. 


Veneris^  ^T  dk  JuHi,  1860. 

IfBMBBBS  FBESENTS 

Mr.  ViixiBBB  in  the  Chair.      / 

\  B|Be 


Mr.  D|5ecrofl. 
Mr.  Dodson. 
Mr.  Ejiight 
Sir  Edward  Grogan. 
Mr.  Maguire. 

^e  Committee  examined  Mr.  Sotheron  Estcourt,  a  Member  of  the  Committee;  Lord 
tiedesdali  (by  leave),  Revv  Gile9  Danbeny,  Rev.  Frank  Stetbard. 

[Adjourned  to  Thursday,  at  Half-past  Twelve. 


Jovis^  2""  die  Augusti,  1860. 


MEMBBBS  PBESiSNT: 
Mr.  ViLLiBBS  in  the  Cludr. 


Mr.liockhart 
Sir  Edward  Grogto. 
Mr.  Beecroft 
Mr.  Knight 
Mr.  Barrow. 
Mr.  Ayrton. 


Sir  W.  Miles. 

Mr.  Henry  Hel*bert 

Mr.  Dodson. 

Mr.  Sotheron  Estcourt 

Mr.  Tollemache. 

Mr.  Maguire. 


l)raft  Besolutions,  proposM  by  the  Chatrman,  read  1%  as  follows : — 

«  1.  That  the  operation  of  the  Poor  Removal  Act  (9  &  10  Vict  c.  66)  is  beneficial  to  the 
]^r  in  mitigating  the  hardships  inddental  to  parodual  settlement 

*'  2.  That  the  period  of  re^dence,  in  order  to  acquire  a  status  of  immovability,  may,  with 
(advantage  to  the  poor^  and  without  detriment  to  the  ratepayers^  be  reduced  to  firom  five 
years  to  three. 

^'  3.  That  the  area  of  residence  necessary  for  acquiring  a  status  of  irremovability  may 
iilso^  with  advanta^  to  the  poor^  and  without  detriment  to  the  ratepayers,  be  extended  from 
the  parish  to  the  miole  union. 

^'4.  That  oiphan  children,  who  may  on  the  death  of  their  surviving  parent  be  re- 
movable, shall  nave  the  status  of  irremovability  which  their  surviving  parent  may  have 
acquired. 

*'  5.  That  the  cost  of  the  maintenance  of  such  lunatics  in  asylums  are  now  chargeable  to 
a  parish  within  a  union,  should  be  charged  on  the  common  fund  of  such  union,  in  like 
manner  as  the  cost  of  tiie  maintenance  of  lunatics  who  were  irremovable  at  the  time  of 
removal  to  the  asylums  are  now  diarged. 

f  6.  That  the  contributions  of  parishes  in  unions  to  the  common  fund  should  be  based 
upon  the  proportion  of  the  annual  value  of  the  rateable  property  of  those  parishes,  and  not| 
as  at  present,  upon  their  average  annaid  expenditure  for  the  rwef  of  the  poor^ 
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7.  That  the  statutory  provisions  under  irremovable  paupers  are  charged  upon  the  common 
fund  of  the  union  should  oe  made  permanent. 

^*  The  Committee  desire  further  to  report,  that  during  this  inquiry  evidence  has  been 
submitted  to  them  of  some  peculiar  evils  which  attend  the  removal  of  Irish  Poor  when 
chargeable  in  England.  These  chiefly  relate  to  the  mode  and  form  of  conducting  removals, 
and  t^ey  would,  doubtless,  be  lessened  by  the  adoption  of  the  foregoing  Resolutions,  as 
greater  facilities  of  becoming  irremovable  (by  limiting  the  period  and  extending  the  area 
of  residence)  would  be  afforded  to  the  poor. 

**  The  Committee,  however,,  in  order  to  prevent  entirely  the  recurrence  of  the  evils 
referred  to,  would  strongly  recommend  that  legislative  effect  should  be  given  to  the  follow- 
ing precautions ;  viz.— 

"  (a.)  No  warrant  shall  be  issued  for  the  removal  of  any  poor  person  from  England 
to  Scotland,  or  Ireland,  except  by  justice^  assembled  at  a  petty  sesdion,  cnr  by  a 
stipendiary  magistrate. 

*^  (b.)  That  the  justices  or  magistrate  shall  not  make  the  warrant  without  seeing  the 
head  of  the  family  to  be  removed,  and  being  satisfied  that  each  of  the  parties  is  in  such 
a  state  of  health  as  not  to  be  liable  to  injury  by  removal 

"  (c.)  That  a  statement  to  this  effect  shall  be  inserted  in  the  warrant. 

"  (d.)  That  a  copy  of  the  warrant  and  the  depositions  shall  be  sent  to  the  Board 
of  Guardians  in  Ireland  of  the  port  to  which  the  removal  is  to  be  made  four  days 
before  the  removal  takes  place. 

*'  (e.)  ITiat  the  appeal  clause  in  the  8  &  9  Vict  c.  117,  s.  6,  should  be  repealed 

^^  (f.)  That  during  the  winter  months  no  woman,  or  child  under  the  age  of  14,  shall 
be  sent  across  the  Channel  as  a  deck  passenger." 

Draft  Besolutions,  proposed  by  Mr.  Sotheron  Estcourt,  read  1**,  as  follows : 

"  Irremovable  Poor.— 9  &  10  Vict  c.  66. 

"  Reduce  period  from  five  to  three  years. 

"  Repeal  6th  Clause,  and  enact,  that  three  years*  continuous  residence  or  continuous 
work  in  any  parish  shall  confer  settlement ;  and  three  years'  continuous  non-^residence  shaB 
forfeit  settlements. 

"  Common  Fund.— 10  &  11  Tict  c  110. 

'^  Repeal  so  much  of  that  Act  as  directs  that  the  commom  fund  shall  be  raised  by 
averages,  struck  by  inspectors,  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  4  &  5  WilL  4,  c.  76,  s.  28. 

''  Substitute, 

'^  The  Poor  Law  Board  shall  calctdate  an  assessment  for  each  parish,  by  adding  to  the 
rateable  value  the  amount  of  population  according  to  the  last  census.      ' 

^^  The  sum  resulting  from  such  addition  of  the  two  sums,  rateable  value  and  population^ 
shall  be  taken  to  be  the  assessment,  in  pounds  sterling.  Upon  which  that  parish  shall  be 
rated  to  the  common  fund  of  the  union. 

"  Removals. 

**  Irish. — To  be  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Bill  brought  in  in  1858,  with 
more  defined  arrangements  for  a  local  agent  in  each  port,  to  take  charge  of  all  paupers 
landed  there  under  orders  of  removal,  and  to  convey  them  to  the  workhouse  where  tney 
are  to  be  deposited. 

"  Rate-in- Aid. 

*^  When  the  cost  of  relief  of  settled  poor  in  any  parish  shall  exceed  the  average  of  the 
last  seven  years,  the  Poor  Law  Board,  on  appeal,  may  distribute  the  extra  sum  over  all  the 
parishes  in  the  same  union. 

^^  When  the  cost  of  unsettled  poor  in  any  Union  shall  exceed  the  average  of  the  last  seven 
years,  the  Poor  Law  Board,  on  appeal,  may  direct  one-half  of  such  excess  to  be  reimbursed 
by  a  rate  on  all  conterminous  unions,  giving  notice  to  each,  and  considering  any  objections 
they  may  make.'' 

Draft  Report,  proposed  by  Mr.  Knight^  read  1*,  as  follows:—* 
^  *^  It  appears  from  the  last  General  Report  of  the  Poor  Law  Board,  aid  well  as  from  the 
Evidence  taken  before  this  Committee,  that  the  pressure  of  the  poor's  rates  on  the  property 
of  this  country  has  for  some  years  been  rapidly  and  generally  decreasing,  which  leads  Your 
Committee  to  believe,  that  in  any  alteration  which  may  be  foimd  necessary  to  make  a  re- 
adjustment, on  the  principles  of  the  existing  Poor  Laws,  is  desirable,  i^ther  than  any 
radidEd  change  in  their  principles. 

*^  The  inquiry  made  by  this  Committee  divides  itself  into  two  heads : 

"  Firstly.  Should  the  present  mixed  system  of  settlement  and  irremovability  be 
continued  ? 

"  Secondly.  Im  any  extension  of  the  area  of  rating  desirable  ? 

«  On 
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'*  On  the  first  head  it  appears  to  Your  Onnmlttee — 

''  That  the  changes^  effected  in  the  Poor  Law  up  to  1834,  have  rendered  it  ahnost  impos- 
sible for  poor  persons  to  acquire  new  settlements.  And  that  the  principle  of  irremova- 
bility was  introduced  in  1846  as  a  substitute  for  it,  from  the  proved  necessity  of  preventing 
the  constant  removals  of  poor  persons  on  the  ground  of  derivative  settlements,  which  firom 
the  nature  of  things  were  becoming  every  year  more  remote,  and  more  di£Scult  to  be  ascer* 
tained.  The  law  of  irremovability  nas  done  this  very  imperfectly,  as  the  protection  aflforded 
by  it  ceases  with  the  residence  by  which  irremovability  has  been  acquired,  and  the  evils 
intended  to  be  averted  at  once  reappear  in  their  full  force. 

"  A  plan  has  been  proposed  for  extending  the  area  of  irremovability  from  the  parish  to 
the  union,  which  is  open  to  several  grave  objections.  The  difficulty  of  testing  irremovability 
is  shown  to  increase  with  the  size  of  the  parish,  and  would  become  impracticable  if  the  area 
were  extended  to  the  union.  In  short,  all  check  on  imposition  in  such  cases  would  be 
lost. 

''  A  union  settlement  or  irremovability  is  also  directly  opposed  to  the  principle  of  neigh- 
bourhood, which  Your  Committee  believe  to  be  an  important  element  in  the  success  of  our 
poor  and  settlement  laws.  Very  little  benefit  would  be  afforded  to  the  Lish  poor  by  the 
extension  of  the  area  of  irremovability  from  the  parish  to  the  union,  since  almost  all  the 
Irish  who  are  removed  are  sent  from  mose  large  town  parishes  which  are  unions  in  themr 
selves,  and  whose  boundaries  would  not  be  altered  by  the  proposed  change. 

*'  The  position  of  the  Irish  poor  under  the  law  of  irremovability  is  very  imsatisfactory, 
since  an  bishman  who  has  spent  the  greater  part  of  his  life  in  an  English  parish  is  exposed, 
on  changing  his  residence  into  another  parish,  to  be  at  once  removea  to  Ireland  on  appli- 
cation for  relief. 

"  It  appears  to  Your  Committee  that  a  re-adjustment  of  the  laws  of  settlement  and  irre- 
movability is  required — reducing  the  two  systems  to  one,  and  establishing  a  new  head  of 
settlement  that  would  both  be  much  more  easily  acquired,  and  much  more  easily  lost  or 
superseded  by  a  new  one  than  the  existing  modes,  and  which  would  in  a  more  beneficial 
form  fill  the  gap,  to  stop  up  which  irremovability  was  introduced.  A  modified  introduction 
of  the  principle  of  chargeability  by  service  is  also  desirable  to  meet  the  case  of  districts  in 
wldch  tnere  are  few  or  no  resident  labourers,  although  no  proofs  have  been  shown  to  Your 
Committee  of  any  general  or  recent  reduction  of  poor*s  rates  in  this  class  of  parishes. 

"  Secondly,  with  regard  to  the  extension  of  the  area  of  chargeability,  it  appears  to 
Your  Conunittee — 

"  That  all  past  Poor  Law  experience  shows  large  areas  of  chargeability  to  have  been 
unworkable,  and  that  any  extension  of  the  area  of  rating  to  districts  so  large  as  to  destroy 
the  principle  of  neighbourhood,  and  to  prevent  the  existence  of  mutual  Knowledge  and 
interest  between  the  payers  and  the  recipients  of  poor  relief,  would  lead  to  such  laxity  in 
the  administration  of  the  Poor  Laws  as  would  prove  most  detrimental  to  the  interests  of 
the  ratepayers  and  the  poor. 

**  That  the  proposal  made  by  some  of  the  witnesses  to  levy  the  fund  for  the  support  of 
the  irremovable  poor  by  an  equal  assessment  on  all  property  in  the  union  (as  well  as  to 
take  measures  for  largely  increasing  that  class  of  poor),  amounts  to  the  introduction  of  an 
entirely  new  principle  into  our  Poor  Law.  It  is  nothing  less  than  a  proposal  for  the  esta- 
blishment of  a  permanent  rate-in-aid  for  the  relief  of  parishes,  which  are  not  only  not  suf- 
fering from  any  extraordinary  pressure  of  poor's  rates,  but  which,  on  the  contrary,  are 
generally  less  burdened  with  poor's  rates  at  the  present  time  than  they  ever  were  before ; 
a  rate-in-aid  which,  if  it  be  once  established  in  the  manner  proposed,  must  from  its  nature 
he  a  constantly  increasing  quantity. 

**  That  in  cases  of  great  temporary  emergency  only,  the  principle  of  making  a  large  neigh- 
bouring area  liable  to  be  taxed  in  aid  of  an  overburdened  place  should  be  admitted ;  and  Your 
Committee  believe  that  a  simple,  self-adjusting  mode  of  carrying  this  object  into  effect  is 
much  to  be  desired,  and,  if  possible,  ought  to  be  introduced. 

**  That  although  it  has  been  found  by  experience  that  rates-in-aid  levied  in  large  districts 
have  not  been  economically  administered,  yet  Your  Committee  believe  that,  if  confined  to 
cases  of  urgent  temporary  distress,  some  relaxation  in  the  administration  of  the  law  might 
prove  to  be  a  benefit  rather  than  an  evil. 

'^  The  witnesses  who  have  advocated  a  radical  change  in  the  parochial  Poor  Law  have 
relied  almost  wholly  on  the  two  following  arguments: — 

"  Ist.  That  close  or  thinly-peopled  parishes  are  enabled  by  the  present  law  to  shift  their 
burden  to  more  populous  parishes,  to  the  detriment  of  those  parishes. 

"  2d.  That  it  is  unfair  that  one  parish  should  pay  a  higher  poor's  rate  than  another. 

"  It  has  not  been  shown  to  the  satisfaction  of  Your  Committee  that  the  evil  complwied 
of  in  the  first  argument  exists  in  more  than  an  infinitesimal  degree,  and  they  believe  that 
it  would  be  wholly  prevented  by  the  plan  proposed  above. 

"  And  as  to  the  second  argument,  if  it  be  allowed  that  inequality  of  rating  is  an  evil  to 
be  amended  by  legislation,  it  is  evident  that  a  national  rate  is  the  only  possible  remedy." 
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Draft  Resolutions^  proposed  bj  Bfr.  Ayrtan,  read  1%  m  fidkwi : 

'*  That  the  law  which  regulates  the  place  where  a  chargeable  pauper  is  to  be  refieved  is 
so  intimately  connected  with  and  dependent  upon  that  which  regulates  the  levying  and 
adoainiitration  of  the  fund  out  of  which  such  renef  is  to  be  ^rante^  that  the  detemunatLon 
of  the  former  point  depends  chiefly  on  the  conclusion  arrived  at  on  the  latter* 

^  Tliat  the  present  law  of  settlement  and  removal  has  arisen  from  and  is  only  rendered 
necessary  by  the  conditions  under  which  the  fond  for  the  relief  of  the  poor  is  now  raised. 

"  That  with  the  present  limited  areas  of  charge  for  the  poor,  it  is  impracticable  to  abolish 
or  modify  the  law  of  settlement  or  removal ;  but  that  if  the  areas  were  snitably  enkiged, 
^  main  objection  to  the  aboliti<m  of  the  law  would  be  removed. 

^^  Tbst,  with  the  exception  of  the  fiunily  of  a  chargeable  pauper,  there  is  no  principle  of 
justice  or  right  by  which  it  can  be  determined  that  any  one  member  of  the  community 
rather  than  another  ought  to  support  a  chargeable  pauper,  but  that,  as  far  as  may  be  practi- 
cable, all  persons  should  contribute  in  equal  proportion  to  their  property  to  the  relief  d  the 
chargeable  poor. 

^  That^  though  a  general  rate  throughout  England,  imposed  in  the  form  of  an  inccmie  tax, 
wo«Id  be  the  most  just  mode  of  providinjg  for  the  poor,  yet,  as  it  would  be  wholly  imjpracti* 
cable  to  administer  the  law  for  the  reliefof  the  poor,  under  that  system  it  is  inexpedient 

'^  That,  if  the  kingdcnn  were  divided  into  areas,  suitable  for  the  siqpport  and  management 
of  the  chargeable  poor,  and  if  the  labouring  chases  wer^  allowed  to  move  about  freely  to 
obtain  em[£>yment^  and  were  only  to  bec(Hne  chargeable  where  they  might  fall  destitute, 
the  charge  for  the  poor  would  also  become,  as  far  as  practicable,  fairly  and  equably  di^- 
buted  over  all  classes  throughout  the  country. 

^'  That  the  Committee  have  not  ascertained,  and  do  not  therefore  express  any  opinion 
how  far  the  present  unions  are  suitable  areas  for  the  purpose,  but  they  are  satisfied  that 
some  s^eas,  regarding  which  evidence  has  been  produced,  are  unsuitable ;  and  they  are 
satisfied  that  the  existing  parochial  division,  established  centuries  ago  for  ecclesiastical 
purposes,  should  be  regai^d  as  wholly  inappUcable  to  the  present  condition  and  circum- 
stances of  the  coimtry  for  the  administration  of  the  Poor  Laws. 

"  That  though  in  former  times  the  freedom  with  which  the  people  wandered  about  the 
country  may  have  led  to  paupers  making  themselves  chargeable  where  there  were  *  the  best 
stocks'  for  their  relief,  yet  this  is  to  be  ascribed  in  the  main  to  the  ignorant,  imperfect,  and 
imequal  administration  of  the  law  in  those  times  by  irresponsible  overseers ;  but  there  is  no 
ground  for  assuming  that  such  results  would  not  be  obviated  by  the  present  improved 
administration  of  the  law  by  responsible  guardians. 

"  That  if,  however,  any  Board  of  Guardians  should  so  negligenilT  and  improvidently 
administer  the  law  as  to  bring  upon  them  an  undue  amount  of  changeable  poor,  the  remedy 
would  be  in  the  hands  of  those  by  whom  they  were  elected,  or  in  their  own,  and  no  injiUH 
tice  would  be  done  in  leaving  them  to  bear  the  consequences  of  their  own  folly  and  neglect 
of  duty. 

^^  That  a  careful  and  stringent  administration  of  the  poor  laws  tends  more  to  promote  the 
.  welfare  and  improve  the  condition  of  the  working  classes  than  of  any  other  portion  of  the 
community,  and  no  provision  would  more  conduce  to  this  desirable  object  and  more  effeyo- 
toally  secure  a  judicious  selection  of  guardians  and  an  efficient  discharge  of  their  duty  than 
to  make  the  result  of  a  lax  and  negligent  administration  of  the  law  fall  directly  on  the 
inhabitants  of  the  area  in  which  the  guardians  were  elected. 

**  That  the  present  limited  area  of  charge  enables  those  who  own  property  conterminous 
with  that  area,  if  few  in  number,  to  relieve  themselves  from  the  change  f!E»r  the  poor  of  the 
district  in  which  their  property  is  situate,  whilst  other  persons  who  own  less  pn^^ertr^,  and 
who  are  too  numerous  to  control  local  arrangements,  are  unable  to  relieve  themselves  from  a 
like  charge ;  but  the  larger  number  and  less  wealthy  persons  are  under  no  greater  moral 
obligation  to  pay  for  the  relief  of  the  poor  than  their  more  wealthy  neighbours. 

^^  That,  on  the  whole,  the  present  law  of  settlement  aad  removal  is  most  injurious  to  the 
working  classes  and  most  beneficial  to  the  landed  proprietors,  and  that  it  is  advantageous 
to  them  in  proportion  to  the  extent  of  their  property,  and  injurious  to  all  other  classes  of 
the  community. 

^*  That  it  has  been  shown  especially  that  in  the  metropolis  the  present  system  throws  the 
burden  of  supporting  the  poor  upon  those  parts  of  the  metropolis  where  the  poor  happen 
to  reside,  and  exempts  the  wealthy  inhabitants  who  dwell  in  other  parts  of  the  town  from 
their  due  share  of  the  burden ;  but  the  relief  of  the  poor  in  the  metropolis  cannot  be 
regarded  as  a  charge  upon  any  one  part  of  it  rather  than  another,  and  ought  therefore  to  be 
an  equal  drarge  upon  all  property  in  the  matropolis. 

"  That  as  any  change  in  the  existing  law  would  necessarily  increase  the  charge  upon  the 
pro[>erty  of  those  who  have  not  hitherto  i  laid  an  equal  contribution  to  the  relief  of  the  poor, 
such  increase  should  be  gradually  made  by  the  addition  of  a  per-centage  to  the  rates  in  each 
year,  so  as  to  bring  the  whole  to  a  uniform  rate  at  the  end  of  10  years. 

"That 
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*'  That  it  is  therefore  expedient  that  a  measure  should  be  introduced  in  the  next  Session 
of  Parliament  to  carry  into  effect  the  following  objects : 

*^  To  authorise  the  Poor  Law  Board  to  divide  England  into  suitable  areas  for  the 
administration  of  the  poor  law. 

"  To  abolish  the  law  of  settlement,  as  regards  affording  relief,  and  to  abolish 
the  law  of  removaL 

"  To  provide  for  relief  being  given  in  whatever  area  a  pauper  falls  destitute,  with 
sufficient  precautions  to  prevent  a  pauper  being  sent  from  one  place  to  another,  in 
order  to  become  fraudulently  chargeable. 

"  To  levy  the  funds  requisite  for  administering  the  poor  law  by  a  tmiform  rate  on  the 
property  within  the  area  of  management 

**  To  effect  such  object  by  a  gradual  increase  of  the  rate  upon  all  property,  which  has 
not  hitherto  paid  the  quota  to  which  it  may  become  liable." 

Motion  made,  and  Question  proposed  (Sir  ^F,  Miles),  "  That  the  Draft  Resolutions  pro- 
posed by  the  Chairman  be  now  read  2^." 

Amendment  proposed  (Mr.  Ayrton) :  to  lea^F«  cot  all  the  words  after  the  word  "  That,"  in 
order  to  insert  the  words,  "  it  is  expedient  to  report  the  Evidence  to  The  House,  with  a 
recommendation  that  the  Conunittee  be  re-appointed  in  the  next  Session,  with  more  extended 
terms  of  reference,"  instead  thereof.  Question  put,  **  That  the  words  proposed  to  be  left  out 
stand  part  of  the  Question.'' — The  Committee  divided  : 

Ayes,  10.  Noes,  2. 

Mr.  ToUemache.  Mr.  Ayrton. 

Mr.  Lockhart.  Mr.  Estoourt* 

Sir  E.  Grogan. 
Mr.  Beecroft 
Mr.  Knight 
Mr,  Barrow. 
Mr.  Maguire. 
Sir  WiUiam  Miles. 
Mr.  Herbert. 
Mr.  Dodson, 

Original  Question  put,  and  agreed  to. 

Proposed  Resolution,  No.  1,  read,  amended^  and  agreed  to. 

Resolved,  '^  1.  That  the  operation  of  the  Act  9  &  10  Vict.  c.  66,  is  beirafictal  to  the  poor 
in  mitigating  the  hardships  necessarily  incidental  to  any  law  of  removal." 

Motion  Hiade,  and  Question  proposed  (Sir  W.  MUes),  *'  That  llie  cost  of  the  irremovaMe 

poor  is  very  large ;  it  amounted  in  1855,  out  of  the  gross  total  for  the  relief  of  the  poor, 

3,820,000  /.  to  793,000 1. ;  this  applies  to  606  uniona.    lu  1856,  out  of  3,900,000  /.,  it  was 

829,000  /.;  this  applies  to  607  unions.    In  1857,  out  of  3,750,000/.,  it  was  812,000/. ;  and 

from  the  evidence  received  during  the  present  year,  the  charge  appears  increaeing,  as,  from 

a  return  made  by  Mr,  Lambert,  Poor  Law  Inspector,  showing  the  comparative  cost  of 

relief  to  settied  and  irremovable  poor  in  the  several  unions  of  his  district,  amounting  to 

61,  whilst  the  charge  for  the  settied  poor  for  llie  kidf-year  ended  MicbadaMS  1B69, 

amounted  to  106,952  /. ;  that  for  the  irremovable  poor  amounted  to  30,944/.,  whiLit  in  some 

xuuons  it  has  reached  to  nearly  one-half  of  tiie  coat  of  the  whde  poor  xfiUeved*" 

Question  put,  and  negatived. 

Proposed  Resolution,  No.  2,  read. 

Motion  made,  and  Question  proposed  (Sir  W.  M%le$\  *^  That  the  consideration  of  this 
proposed  Resolution  be  postponed."    Question  put— T^e  Conunittee  divided : 

Ayes,  4.  Noea*  8. 

Mr.  Knight.  Mr.  ToUemache. 

Mr.  Beercrofl.  Mr.  Ma^uira. 

Mr.  Ayrton  Mr.  Locldiart. 

Sir  W.  Miles.  Mr.  Herbert 

Mr.  DodsoB. 

Sir  E.  Grogaa. 

Mr.  Barrow. 

Mr.  Estcovrt 

Amendment  proposed  (Mr.  Ayrton^ :  after  the  words,  ^*  That  the,^  to  insert  the  words^ 
"Act  has  been  productive  of  injustice  to  ratepajrers  in  certain  cases.**  Qnestion  pul^ 
"That  those  words  be  there  inserted." — The  Committee  diirided : 

5«}.  c  2  Ayef> 
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Ayesj  2. 
Mr.  Ayrton. 

Sir  w:  Macs. 


Amendments  made. 


Noes3 10. 
Mr.  Tollemache. 
Mr.  Lockhart 
Sir  £.  Gronm 
Mr.  Beecroft. 
Mr.  Knight 
Mr.  Barrow. 
Mr.  Mamiire. 
Mr.  Hen>ert. 
Mr.  Dodson. 
Mr.  S.  Estcourt 


Another  Amendment  proposed  (Mr.  Ayrton\  to  leave  out  the  words, ''  reduced  to  from 
five  years  to  three,"  in  order  to  insert  the  woras,  '^  diminished  to  such  a  term  as  may  be 
requisite  to  prevent  paupers  becoming  fifaudulently  chargeable^**  instead  thereof.  Question, 
*'  That  the  word  '  reduced  to  from  five  years  to '  stand  pwi;  of  tiie  proposed  Besolution/'  put, 
and  agreed  to. 

Another  amendment  proposed  (Mr.  Ayrton)^  to  leave  out  the  word  '^  three,**  in  order  to 
insert  the  word  "  one,**  instead  thereof.  Question  put,  "  That  the  word  *'  three**  stand  part 
of  the  proposed  Resolution.** — The  Committee  divided : 


Ayes,  9. 
Mr.  Tollemache. 
Mr.  Lockhart. 
Sir  E.  GrosnuL 
Mr.  Beecrctti 
Mr.  Knight 
Mr.  Barrow. 
Sir  W.  Miles. 
Mr.  Herbert 
Mr.  Sotheron  Estcourt 


Noes,  3. 
Mr.  j^rrton. 
Mr.  MWuire. 
Mr.  DocUon. 


Proposed  Resolution,  as  amended,  read,  and  Question  put— The  Committee  divided : 

No^  4. 

Mr.  LocUiart 
Mr.  Knight 


Sir  W.  MUes. 

Mr.  Sotheron  Estcourt 


Ayes,  8. 
Mr.  Tollemache. 
Sir  E.  Grogan. 
Mr.  Beecroft. 
Mr.  Barrow. 
Mr.  Maguire. 
Mr.  Ayrton. 
Mr.  Herbert 
Mr.  Dodson. 

Resolved^  **  2.  That  the  period  of  residence  in  order  to  acquire  a  status  of  irremovability 
(if  that  status  be  continued)  may,  with  advantage  to  the  poor,  be  reduced  to  from  five  years 
to  three.'* 

Proposed  Resolution,  No.  3,  read,  amended,  and  agreed  to. 

Resolved,  ^*  3.  That  the  area  of  residence  necessary  for  acquiring  a  status  of  irre- 
movability (if  that  status  be  continued)  may  also,  with  advantage  to  the  poor,  be  extended 
from  the  parish  to  the  whole  union." 

Proposed  Resolutions  4  and  6,  read,  and  postponed. 

Proposed  Resolution  6,  read.  Amendment  proposed  (Mr.  Sotheron  Estcourt),  to  leave 
out  all  the  words  after  the  word  *^  proportion,**  in  oraer  to  insert  the  words,  ^*  a  consideration 
of  the  annual  rateable  value,  and  of  the  amount  of  the  population,  combined  in  one  sum,  by 
adding  the  amount  of  the  population,  acoordinff  to  the  last  census,  to  the  amount  of  the 
parocmal  assessments,  and  by  taking  the  resiuts  as  the  assessm^its  in  pounds  sterling,** 
mstead  thereof.  Question  put,  ^*  T&X  the  words  proposed  to  be  left  out  stand  part  of  uie 
proposed  Resolution.'*— The  Committee  divided : 


Noes,  6. 
Mr.  Lockhart 
Mr.  Beecroft 
Mr.  Ejiight 
Sir  W.  MUes. 
Mr.  Herbert 
Mr.  Sotheron  Estcourt 

Question  put,  '^  That  those  words  be  there  inserted.** — The  Committee  divided : 


Ayes,  6. 
Mr.  Tollemache. 
Mr.  Barrow. 
Mr.  Maguire. 
Mr.  Ayrton. 
Mr*  Dodson. 


Ayes,  6. 
Mr.  Lockhart 
Mr.  Beecroft;. 
Mr.  Knight 
Sir  W.  Miles. 
Mr.  Herbert 
Mr.  Sotheron  Estcourt 


Noes,  5. 
Mr.  Tollemache. 
Mr.  Barrow. 
Mr.  Maguire. 
Mr.  Ayrton. 
Mr.  Dodson. 


Proposed 
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Fropoaed  Resolution,  as  amended,  read,  and  Question  put — The  Committee  divided : 


Ayee,7, 
Mr.  Lockhart 
Sir  E.  Gronn. 
Mr.  Beeon^ 
Mr.  Knight. 
SirWTMiles. 
Mr.  Herbert 
Mr.  Sotiieron  Estoourt 


Noes,  5. 
Mr.  ToUemaohe. 
Mr.  Barrow. 
Mr.  Maguire. 
Mr.  Ajrton. 
Mr.  Dodson. 


Resolved,  *'  6.  That  the  contributions  of  parishes  in  unions  to  tiie  common  fund  should 
be  based  upon  a  consideration  of  the  annual  rateable  value,  and  the  amount  of  the  population 
oombined  in  one  sum,  by  adding  the  amount  of  the  population,  according  to  the  last  census, 
to  the  amount  of  the  parochial  assessment,  and  hj  taking  the  result  as  the  assessment  in 
pounds  sterling.'* 

Proposed  Resolution  7  (by  leave),  withdrawn. 

Proposed  Resolution  4  (postponed),  again  read,  and  agreed  ta 

Resolved^  "  4.  That  orphan  children,  who  may  on  the  deatii  of  their  surviving  parent 
be  removable,  shall  have  the  status  of  irremovability  which  their  surviving  parent  may 
have  acquired.** 

Proposed  Resolution  5  (postponed),  (by  leave),  withdrawn. 

[Adjourned  to  To-morrow,  at  Half-past  Twelve. 


Veneris,  8*  die  Augusti,  1860. 


MEMBEBS  PBE8BHT: 

Mr.  YiLLiEBS  in  die  Chair. 


Mr.  Dodson. 

Mr.  Tollemache. 

Mr.  Barrow. 

Mr.  Sotiieron  Estcourt. 

Sir  E.  Grrogan. 

Sir  W.  Miles. 


Mr.  Herbert. 
Mr.  Knight. 
Mr.  Lockhart. 
Mr.  Gr^ory. 
Mr.  Maguire. 
Mr.  Beecroft. 


Motion  made,  and  Question  proposed  (Mr.  Tollemache),  ^*  That  the  cost  of  the  main- 
tenance of  such  lunatics  in  asylums  as  are  now  chargeable  to  a  parish  within  a  union,  should 
be  charged  on  the  common  fund  of  such  union.''    Question  put— The  Committee  divided : 


Noes,  2. 
Mr.  Barrow. 
Sit  W.  Miles. 


Ayes,  9. 
Mr.  Tollemache. 
Mr.  Lockhart 
Sir  E.  Grogan. 
Mr.  Emght 
Mr.  Ma^iire. 
Mr.  Heroert 
Mr.  Dodson. 
Mr.  Sotheron  Estoourt 
Mr.  Gregory. 

Resolved,  '^  5.  That  the  cost  of  the  maintenance  of  such  lunatics  in  asylums  as  are  now 
chargeable  to  a  parish  within  a  union  should  be  charged  on  the  common  fund  of  such 
union." 

Proposed  paragraphs  read  and  agreed  to,  as  follows :  '^  The  Committee  desire  further  to 
report,  that  during  tiiis  inquiry  evidence  has  been  submitted  to  them  of  some  peculiar  evils 
wmch  attend  the  removal  of  Irish  poor  when  chargeable  in  England.  These  chiefly  relate 
to  tiie  mode  and  form  of  conducting  removals,  and  they  would  doubtiess  be  lessened  by  the 
adoption  of  the  foregoing  Resolutions,  as  ^eater  facilities  of  becoming  irremovable  (by 
limidng  the  period  and  extending  the  area  of  residence)  would  be  afforded  to  the  poor. 

^^  The  Committee,  however,  in  order  to  prevent^  entirely  the  recurrence  of  the  evils 
referred  to,  would  strongly  recommend  that  legislative  effect  should  be  given  to  the  foI~ 
lovring  precautions;  viz. — 

Proposed  Resolution  (a),  read,  amended,  and  agreed  to. 
5ap:  c  3  Besohed, 
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Resolved,  "  (a)  That  no  warrant  shall  be  issued  for  the  removal  of  any  poor  person  from 
England  to  Ireland,  except  by  justices  assembled  at  a  petty  session,  or  by  a  stipendiary 
magistrate." 

Proposed  Resolution  (b),  read,  amended,  and  agreed  to. 

Resolved,  ^'  (b)  That  the  siud  justices  or  magistrate  shall  not  issue  tiie  warrant  without 
seeing  the  head  of  the  family  to  be  removed,  and  being  satisfied  that  eaiph  of  the  parlies 
sought  to  be  removed,  is  in  such  a  state  of  health  as  not  to  be  liable  to  ii\jury  by  removal." 

Proposed  Resolution  (c),  read,  amended,  and  agreed  to. 

Resolved,  **(c)  That  a  statement  to  this  effect  shall  be  inserted  in  the  warrant,  wHh  the 
name  and  age  of  every  child  under  the  a^e  of  16  so  ordered  to  be  removed,  together  with  the 
name  of  the  place  where  the  justices  find  the  pauper  to  have  been  bom,  and  to  have  resided.'' 

Proposed  Resolution  (f ),  read,  and  agreed  to. 

Resolved,  "  (d)  That  during  the  winter  months  no  woman,  or  child  under  the  age  <^  14, 
shall  be  sent  across  the  Channel  as  a  deck  passenger." 

Motion  made,  and  Question  proposed  (Mr.  H.  Herbert),  *'  That  in  all  cases  of  removal 
of  Irish  paupers  from  England  or  Scotland,  the  removing  parish  shall  be  bound  to  defray 
the  cost  of  the  removal  of  any  person  ordered  to  be  removed,  to  the  place  in  Ireland  which, 
upon  evidence  before  the  justices,  shall  appear  to  be  the  place  of  birth  of  such  person, 
instead  of  to  one  of  the  ports  nam^  in  Schedule  A.,  in  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  117."  Amendments 
made.     Question,  as  amended,  put,  and  agreed  to. 

Resolved,  **  (e)  That  in  all  cases  of  removal  of  Irish  paupers,  the  removing  parish  shall 
be  bound  to  defiray  the  cost  of  tiie  removal  of  any  person  ordered  to  be  removed,  to  the 
place  in  Ireland  which,  upon  evidence  b^we  the  juetioefl^  fiuil  appear  to  be  the  place  of 
birth  or  residence  of  such  person. 

Proposed  resolution  (d),  read,  amended,  and  agreed  to. 

Resolved,  ^'  (f )  That  a  copy  of  the  warrant,  and  the  dei)08itions  shall  be  sent,  if  required, 
to  the  Board  of  Ghiardians  in  Ireland  of  the  union  to  which  tiie  removal  is  to  be  nutde  in 
Ireknd." 

Proposed  resolution  (e)  (by  leave),  withdrawn. 

Motion  made,  and  Question  proposed  (Mr.  Sotheron  Estcourt),  ^^  Your  Committee  desire 
to  express  their  opinion  that  the  laws  of  settiement  and  removal  should  receive  the  early 
attention  of  die  Legislature."    Question  put,  and  agreed  to. 

Motion  made,  and  Question  proposed,  ^^  That  tiie  above  Resolutions  and  para^phs, 
^etiier  with  tiie  Minutes  of  Evidence,  and  Appendix,  be  tiie  Report  of  tiie  Gomnuttee  to 
The  House."    Question  put,  and  agreed  to. 

Ordered,  To  report. 
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EXPENSES    OF    WITNESSES. 


Number  of 

Expenses 

of 
Journey 

to 
London 
and  Back. 

Allowance 

TOTAL 

NAME 

of 
WITNESS. 

PROFESSION 

or 

CONDITION. 

From  whence 
Summoned. 

Days 

Absent  from 

Home, 
under  Orders 

of 
Committee* 

during 

absence 

frma  Httne. 

Ezpensea 

Allowed  to 

Witness. 

£.   #.    d. 

£.  «.   d. 

£.   #.   d. 

James  Corder 

aerk    to    Board   of 
Guardians. 

Birmingham   - 

2 

1  18    - 

2    2- 

4     -     - 

William  Pag* 

Chairman  of  Board  of 
Guardians. 

Nottingham    - 

2 

2  18    - 

2    2- 

5 

Re?.  IHarlc  Cozon  - 

Clergyman 

Birkenhead     - 

6 

3  14    - 

6    6- 

10    -    - 

Hiehard  Jones 

Chairman  of  Board  of 
Guardians. 

Holyhead        - 

3 

3    5- 

3    3- 

6    8-. 

AiUejMaito        . 

Solicitor  ... 

Spalding         - 

3 

2     1- 

6    «    - 

8    7- 

B.  6.  Chamberlain 

Clerk    to   Board   of 
Guardians. 

2 

1  15    - 

2    2- 

3  17    - 

Thomas  Hedley 

Assistant  OTcneer  to 
Board  <^QMrdi«ia. 

Sunderland     - 

3 

5  17    - 

3    3- 

9    -    - 

Alfred  Moore 

Reliering  OiBcer 

Leedi    « 

3 

3  10    - 

3    3- 

6  13    - 

Frederick  Daly       - 

Ditto 

Canterbury     - 

1 

1    -    - 

11- 

2    1    - 

William  Wright      - 

Ditto 

Royston 

2 

1  12    - 

2    2- 

3  14    - 

W.  R.  FHnt  - 

Ditto 

Louth     - 

2 

2  12    - 

2    2- 

4  14    - 

Jehn  Limby  - 

-       Ditto 

Aston,       near 
Birmingham. 

1 

2    -    - 

1     1    - 

3    1- 

John  Gillman 

.       Ditto       '       - 

Portoea  • 

2 

1  10    - 

2    2- 

3  12    - 

Heary  Holmes 

-       Ditto       -       - 

Lincohi  • 

2 

2  15  10 

2    2- 

4  17  10 

James  C.  Oozman  - 

-       Ditto 

Newark-        - 

2 

2    5- 

2    2- 

4    7- 

Richard  BoiTOira    • 

Farmer   ... 

Nottingham    - 

2 

2  10    - 

2    2- 

4  12    - 

R«7.  WilUam  PeM^ 

Clergyman 

ChesterfieM    - 

2 

3    -    - 

2    2    - 

5    2- 

Df.  M'Gee     .        - 

Physieiaa 

Belfast  ^        - 

S 

4  17    • 

9    9- 

14    6    - 

Captain  M'Bride    - 

Deputy  Harbour  Mas- 
ter. 

Bellast    - 

3 

4  17    - 

3    3    - 

8    -    - 

J.  H.  Macfarlane   - 

Chairman  of  Board  of 
Guardians* 

Dublin  - 

5 

7    -    - 

5    5    - 

12    5    - 

Bat.  Thomas  Med- 
land. 

Clergyman 

Steyning,  Sui- 
sex. 

2 

1  12    - 

2    2- 

3  14    - 

B«r.  J.  N.  Dalton  - 

Clergyman 

K^^poHIV 

2 

-  18    - 

2    2    - 

3    -    - 

Richard  Meadeking 

Chairman  of  Board  of 
Gutfdians. 

Taunton 

3 

2  13    - 

3    3- 

5  16    •- 

John  M'Manas      - 

Police  Serjeant 

Cork      -       . 

6 

5    4- 

6    6- 

11  10    - 

Robert  O'Sfaangnessy 

Clerk   to  Bo«d    of 
Guardians. 

Cork      .       - 

6 
(Payment  oi 
while  a1 

7  10    - 
his  deputy 
went) 

6    6- 

16  19    - 

H.  Rnmphreys       ^ 

Chief  Clerk  to  PoUoe 
Court. 

Cork      -       - 

6 

7  10    - 

1 

6    6- 

13  16    ^ 

Rer.  Frank  Stewart 

Clergyman 

Needham 

3 

2    2-1 

3    3    - 

5    5- 

183  16  10 

6-0. 
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LIST    OF    WITNESSES. 


Mariisy  5"  die  Junii,  1860. 
Mr.  John  Lambert        -        -        *        p.  i 


Veneris,  8*»  die  Junii,  1860. 

Mr.  John  Lambert        -        -        -      p. 
Mr.  William  Page        -        •        -      p. 

Martis,  12*  die  Junii,  1860. 

James  Corder^  Esq.      -        -        -      p. 
Eev.  Mark  Coxon        -        -        -      p. 

Veneris,  15*  die  Junii,  1860. 
Rev.  Mark  Ck>xon        -        -        -      p. 

-      P- 


Mr.  Richard  Jones 


Mr.  Ashley  Maples      -        -        -      p« 

Martis,  Iff"  die  Junii,  1860. 

Mr.  Benjamin  Goodman  Chamber- 
lain .        .        -        -        - 


«7 
36 


66 

74 


8o 
86 
91 


Mr.  James  Joseph  Blake      -        -    p 

Veneris,  22**  die  Junii,  1860. 

Mr.  Alfred  Moore 
Mr.  Thomas  F.  Hedley 


103 
116 


-  p.  ia6 

-  P-  143 


Martis,  26^  die  Junii,  1860. 

Mr.  William  Wright  .  -  -  | 
Mr.  William  Richard  Flint  -  -  [ 
Mr.  John  Lumby  -        -        -    p.  1 79 


169 

167 


Veneris,  29*  die  Juniiy  1860. 
Rev.  William  Peach  -  -  -  p.  186 
Mr.  Richard  Burrows  -  -  -  P*  197 
Mr.  Henry  Holmes  -  -  -  P-  202 
James  Chapman  Oozman  -  ~  P*  ^^^ 
Mr.  John  Gillham        -        -        -    p.  211 

Martis,  3^  die  Julii,  1860. 

William  M'Gee,  Esq.  -  -  -  p.  215 
Captain  Patrick  M'Bride  -  -  p.  230 
Henry  James  MacFarlane^  Esq.    -    p.  235 


Veneris,  60  die  Julii,  1860. 

Henry  James  MacFarlane,  Esq.  pp.  242.  268 
Alfred  Power,  Esq.       -        -        -    P-  255 

Martis,  10^  die  JuUi,  1860. 
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MINUTES    OF    EVIDENCE. 


Martis,  5*  die  Junii,  1860. 


MEMBERS   FRBSENT. 


Mr.  Ayrton. 
Mr.  Barrowp 
Mr.  Beecroft 
Mr.  Cobbett. 
Sir  Edward  Grogan. 
Mr.  Villiers. 


Mr.  Knigbt.   . 
Mr.  Ma^uire. 
Sir  William  Miles. 
Mr.  Tollemache. 
Mr.  Henry  Herbert. 


The  Right  Hon.  C.  P.  VILLIERS,  in  the  Chair. 


Mr.  John  Lambert,  called  in  ;  and  Examined. 


1.  Chairman.']  YOU  are  one  of  the  Poor  Law  Inspectors? — I  am.  Mr.  JoknlMmber$% 

2.  Will  you  state  the  districts  in  which  you  have  acted  ? — I  have  acted  for  a  

district  comprising  61  unions  in  the  agricultural  district  of  the  North  and  East      5  June  i860. 
Riding  of  Yorkshire,  for  the  whole  of  Lincolnshire,  a  considerable  portion  of 
Nottinghamshire,  a  portion  of  Derbyshire,  a  portion  of  Huntingdonshire,  and  a 

portion  of  Cambridgeshire  :  in  all  61  unions. 

3.  For  how  long? — Between  three  and  four  years. 

4.  You  are  aware  that  the  reference  to  this  Committee  is  to  inquire  into  the 
operation  of  the  Irremovable  Act? — I  am. 

5.  When  you  were  appointed  you  found  that  this  Act  had  been  in  operation  for 
some  years  ? — I  was  aware  of  it. 

6.  Has  your  attention  been  particularly  directed  to  its  operation  since  1846  ? — 
Yes,  it  has.  My  attention  was  directed  to  its  operation  before  1  was  appointed  a 
Poor  Law  Inspector. 

7.  Before  you  were  appointed  a  Poor  Law  Inspector  where  did  you  reside  ? — 
I  resided  at  SaUsbury. 

8.  Will  you  state  to  the  Committee  what  has  been  the  result  of  your  expe- 
rience and  observation  with  respect  to  this  Act  ? — I  should  say  that  my  attention 
was  first  directed  to  the  Act  when  residing  at  Salisbury,  because  Salisbury  was  one 
of  those  places  which  was  prejudicially  afl'ected,.as  we  supposed  at  the  time,  by  the 
operation  of  the  Act.  Salisbury  consisted  of  three  parishes,  which  are  united 
under  the  Local  Act  for  the  purposes  of  settlement  and  rating,  and  on  that  account 
it  could  not  be  added,  without  a  special  Act  of  Parliament,  to  any  Poor  Law 
Union,  but  continued  in  fact  as  a  parish  by  itself,  being  placed  in  an  agricultural 
district,  and  having  many  poor.  The  labouring  population  generally  of  the  surround- 
ing district  resided  in  Salisbury  ;  and  the  effect  of  that  Act  on  Salisbury  was  that  , 
in  the  first  year  after  it  came  into  operation  the  rates  were  increased  td  the  extent 
of  500  /.,  which  was  equivalent  to  a  rate  of  sixpence  in  the  pound. 

9.  That  is  to  say,  after  the  first  five  years ;  or  did  it  affect  those  persons  who 
0.05.  A  had 
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Mr.  John  Lmnbert.  had  been  residing  for  five  years  before  the  introduction  of  the  Act  ? — It  affected 

those  persons  who  had  been  residing  five  years  prior  to  the  introduction  of  the 

5  Jane  i860.        Act. 

10.  Then,  if  they  had  been  resident  during  that  time  they  immediately  took  the 
benefit  of  that  Act,  and  could  not  be  removed  ? — They  immediately  took  the 
benefit  of  that  Act,  and  could  not  be  removed. 

1 1 .  You  state  that  io  the  first  year  there  was  an  additional  charge  of  500  /.  ? — 
Yes. 

12.  Sir  W.  Miles.']  Upon  what  amount  in  tbfe  whole  ?— There  were  five  rates 
in  the  year  of  about  1,000  /.  each,  as  far  as  I  recollect,  in  round  numbers. 

13.  Chairman.']  Has  the  eflfect  of  the  Act,  as  regards  Salisbury,  been  continu- 
ally to  add  to  their  rates  ? — No ;  I  think  that  has  been  about  the  average  of  the 
increased  expenditure  ever  since,  between  400/.  and  500 1.  I  am  speaking  of  the 
period  which  elapsed  between  that  time  and  the  time  when  I  left  Salisbury,  which 
was  in  the  year  1857.  * 

14.  That  Act  came  into  operation  in  1847  r — ^I  think  it  was  in  J  846. 

15.  Is  Salisbury  like  a  single  parish  r — No;  it  consists  of  three  parishes,  but 
they  are  all  united  for  the  purposes  of  rating  and  settlement. 

16.  Mr.  Ai/rton.]  Under  a  special  Act  of  Parliament  ? — Under  a  local  Act  of 
Parliament. 

17.  Chairman.']  Then,  though  there  is  an  additional  charge  upon  the  rateable 
property  in  Salisbury,  an  advantage  has  been  conferred  on  the  poor  of  the  sur- 
rounding parishes  r — It  was  a  great  advantage  10  the  poor  who  were  residing  in 
Salisbury  that  they  could  not  be  removed,  particularly  those  whose  settlements 
were  at  a  considerable  distance  from  Salisbury. 

1 8.  Was  it  the  practice  at  Salisbury  when  a  poor  man  applied  for  relief  to  re- 
move him  to  his  parish  ? — Generally. 

19.  Was  that  generally  the  practice  in  that  part  of  the  country? — It  was. 

20.  It  was  not  the  practice  to  receive  remittances  from  his  own  parish,  or  to 
have  an  account  with  his  parish  r — No  ;  he  was  generally  removed. 

21.  That  of  course  was  a  relief  to  those  agricultural  parislies  from  which  he 
came  ? — Unquestionably  it  was. 

22.  Have  you  any  calculation  of  an  agricultural  parish  as  to  what  was  saved 
to  that  parish  r — No,  I  have  not ;  but  I  have  calculations  showing  the  amount 
that  has  been  added  to  the  expenditure  of  certain  unions  in  consequence  of  the 
Irremovable  Act. 

23*  You  are  now  referring  to  other  parishes? — I  am  speaking  of  other  places. 
Salisbmy  is  principally  an  agricultural  town. 

24.  Sir  W.  Miles.]  The  poor  working  near  the  town  congregate  in  the  town, 
do  they  not? — Yes ;  for  five  or  six  miles  round.  I  should  say  that  in  that  neigh- 
bourhood there  is  a  good  deal  of  down  land,  which  was  broken  up  from  time  to 
time.  Great  improvements  have  taken  place  in  agriculture ;  and  a  coo^iderable 
number  of  persons  employed  in  the  neighbouring  parishes  reside  in  Salisbury. 

25.  Is  that  for  the  reason  of  being  nearer  to  their  work  ? — 1  hey  might  some- 
times be  a  little  nearer,  but  not  so  generally. 

26.  Chainnan.]  Do  you  know  whether  many  paupers,  or  persons  who  might 
claim  relief  in  Salisbury  in  consequence  of  dwelling  there  five  years,  actually 
worked  in  agricultural  parishes  : — 1  know  as  a  fact  that  they  did. 

27.  So  that  one  operation  of  the  Act  is  to  relieve  the  agricultural  paridi  of  the 
charge  of  supporting  its  poor,  while  it  derives  the  benefit  of  their  work  doriog 
the  time  that  they  reside  in  the  city  ? — Yes. 

28.  Sir  Edward  Grogan.^  What  was  the  decrease  in  the  rates  of  the  two 
parishes  united  with  Salisbury  r — ^They  were  always  together ;  there  was  no  sepa- 
rate account  for  either. 

29.  Mr.  Barrow.]  In  facf,  they  are  one  parish  ? — ^They  are. 

30.  Chairman.]  Are  you  prepared  to  state  to  the  Committee  what  has  been 
the  effect  of  this  Act  upon  other  towns? — I  have  four  instances  here ;  York, 
Nottingham,  Chesterfield,  and  Derby.  They  are  all  unions  within  my  own  district, 
and  therefore  I  have  selected  them.  1  have  here  a  Table  of  the  comparative  cost 
of  settled  and  irremovable  ppor  for  the  year  ending  Michaelmas  1859. 

31.  ^ir'EdwardGrogaM.]  Collectively? — Separately;  that  is  the  whole  peried 
for  which  1  obtained  that  return.  1  find  that  the  cost  at  York  for  settled  poor,  was 
4,340  /. ;  for  irremovable  poor,  1,976  l.\  at  Nottingham,  8,978  /.  for  settled  poor ; 

and 
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and  3,698  /•  for  irremovable  poor.     At  Chesterfield,  which  is  in  the  midst  of  Mr.  John  Lambert. 

iron  works  and  coal  population,  4,005  /.  for  settled  poor;  3,600/.  for  irremovable       

poor;    at    Derby,  1,237/.  for  settled  poor;   1,367/.  for  irremovable  poor.     At       5Jnnei86o. 
Derby  the  amount  spent  on  irremovable  poor  is  in  excess  of  that  spent  upon  the 
settled  poor. 

32.  Chairman.^  Are  the  greater  portion  of  the  sums  which  you  have  mentioned 
as  the  cost  of  the  irremovable  poor  upon  those  towns,  in  consequence  of  the  Act  ? 
—Yes. 

^3.  Mr.  Barrow.]  Is  each  of  those  towns  a  single  union  ? — No  ;  I  foi^et  the 
number  of  parishes,  but  probably  there  are  70  or  80  in  York,  while  in  Nottingham 
there  are  only  three. 

34.  Is  Nottinpfhara  a  place  with  a  number  of  parishes,  like  Salisbury  ? — Yes  ; 
but  they  are  not  united  for  the  purposes  of  rating  and  settlement. 

3,5.  CJiavnnan.]  Do  you  know  any  of  the  particulars  with  regard  to  these 
irremovable  poor ;  whether  they  come  from  a  distance,  or  whether  they  come  as 
they  do  into  Salisbury  from  the  neighbouring  agricultural  parishes  ? — I  think  at 
Chesterfield  there  is  a  considerable  Irish  population. 

36.  What  works  are  there  at  Chesterfield? — They  are  iron  and  coal  works.  At 
York  there  is  a  considerable  number  of  Irish ;  and  1  know  at  Nottingham  that 
there  are  also  some  Irish,  but  I  think  not  so  numerous ;  persons  are  attracted 
from  the  neighbourhood  I  think  a  good  deal. 

37.  Those  people  must  all  have  lived  there  five  years  r — They  must  all 
have  lived  there  five  years  without  receiving  relief,  except  cases  of  temporary 
sickness. 

38.  They  are  not  removable  ? — Not  during  the  temporary  sickness  ;  they  are 
chargeable  to  the  common  fund  during  temporary  sickness. 

39.  Have  you  ever  had  occasion  to  inquire  as  to  what  proportion  they  bore  ? — 
I  have  not  made  any  inquiry  as  to  the  proportion. 

40.  These  purport  to  be  simply  persons  who  have  resided  five  years  without 
becoming  chargeable  ? — ^They  are  persons  who  have  resided  five  years  without 
becoming  chargeable,  and  persons  who  are  relieved  on  account  of  temporary  sick- 
ness who  are  not  settled  in  the  place ;  if  they  were  settled  in  the  place,  they  would 
be  charged  to  the  parish  fund^ 

41.  Is  this  about  the  fair  average  charges  for  these  places  in  addition  to  their 
former  liability,  or  was  there  anything  extraordinary  in  that  year? — I  am  not  aware 
of  anything  extraordinary  in  that  year ;  clearly  not. 

42.  Do  you  know  what  are  the  habits  of  the  inemovable  poor ;  are  they  apt  to 
become  chargeable  as  soon  as  the  five  years  are  expiied  ? — I  think  not ;  not 
immediaiely. 

43.  Have  you  ever  had  occasion  to  inquire  whether  a  great  many  become 
chargeable  before  the  five  years  have  expired? — I  have;  I  have  recently  made  an 
inquiry  as  to  the  number  of  removals  which  iiave  taken  place  during  the  three 
years  ending  Michaelmas,  1859,  from  Derby,  Nottingham,  and  York;  I  find  tliat 
in  Derby,  which  consists  of  seven  parishes,  the  total  number  of  English  removals 
was  27. 

44.  You  are  speaking  of  the  removal  of  persons  who  have  resided  there  less 
tJian  five  years  ? — Yes ;  there  were  27  removals  of  blngUsh  and  nine  of  Irish  ;  the 
whole  of  those  removals  took  place  before  the  persons  removed  had  resided  there 
three  years.  I  find  at  Nottingham  there  were  QQ  English  removals  and  37  Irish, 
and  tliat  nine-tenths  of  those  removals  took  place  before  they  resided  there  three 
years.  I  find  at  York  there  were  72  English  removals  and  one  Irish,  and  almost 
all  at  short  dates,  except  the  Irish,  who  had  resided  upwards  of  three  years. 

45.  What  is  your  inference  from  that,  which  seems  to  be  rather  a  small  number 
within  the  three  years? — My  inference  from  that  is,  that  the  greater  number  of 
persons  who  are  removed  at  all  are  removed  before  they  have  resided  for  a  period 
of  three  years. 

46.  Before  they  have  resided  for  three  years  they  become  chargeable  ? — Yes. 

47.  And,  therefore,  if  the  period  were  reduced  from  five  years  to  three  years  it 
would  not  be  a  much  greater  burden  upon  the  towns  than  it  is  at  present? — I 
think  it  would  not ;  and  I  think  also  that  in  larger  towns  the  cases  could  be  better 
investigated.  The  Committee  are  aware  that  if  a  person  removes  from  one  parish 
to  another  in  the  union  he  loses  his  status  of  irremovability,  and  it  happens  that 
in  some  tovvns,  like  the  City  of  York  for  instance,  in  which  there  are  27  parishes^ 

o  95.  A  2  that 
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'Sir.  John  LoMtiert.  that  one  street  is  in  three  parishes,  that  another  street  is  in  four  parishes,  and 

Qoodram-gate,  another  street,  is  in  five  parishes. 

S  June  i860.  48.  Then  a  change  there  might  very  easily  be  made,  and  a  person  would  lose,  as 

you  say,  his  status  of  irremovability,  and  yet  could  not  be  easily  discovered  by  the 
parochial  oflScer  r — He  could  not ;  at  least  I  say  these  persons  are  a  rolling  popu- 
lation frequently;  they  occupy  small  tenements  at  a  weekly  rental;  they  fre- 
quently get  into  debt,  and  immediately  they  get  into  debt  with  the  landlord  they 
leave  his  house  and  go  into  another. 

49.  What  are  the  means,  if  any,  which  the  parochial  oflScer  has  of  discovering 
whether  a  man  has  resided  five  years,  or  not? — That  is  very  difficult  to 
ascertain. 

50.  Take,  for  instance,  a  large  town,  and  any  poor  person  applying  for  relief  says 
that  he  has  resided  five  years  in  that  town,  what  means  has  the  parochial  officer 
of  knowing  that;  must  he  not  depend  on  the  word  of  the  applicant  ?— I  think, 
generally  speaking,  they  depend  mainly  upon  the  word  of  the  applicant,  and  tthe 
applicant,  when  he  comes  for  relief,  invariably  says  that  he  has  resided  for  five 
years. 

51.  You  think,  if  the  period  were  reduced,  that  there  would  be  more  facility  of 
ascertaining  the  truth  of  his  statement  ? — I  think  there  would,  in  towns. 

52.  But  when  it  is  extended  over  so  long  a  period  it  is  difficult  to  trace  out 
his  diflferent  abodes,  and,  therefore,  they  tfre  obliged  to  depend  upon  his  word  ? — 
That  is  the  case  with  a  tovra  circumstanced  like  York,  unquestionably,  and  it  would 
be  the  case  in  Nottingham  also. 

53.  You  think  reducing  the  period  would  be,  so  far,  an  advantage  to  the  town  ? 
— I  do  not  think  it  would  be  a  disadvantage ;  I  think  the  case  would  be  better 
investigated,  and  so  far  it  would  be  an  advantage. 

54.  t)o  you  believe  that  there  are  a  great  many  mis-statements  made  by  appli- 
cants for  relief  with  respect  to  their  residing  in  one  parish  for  five  years  ? — I  am 
not  prepared  to  say ;  but  that  is  the  invariable  answer  given  by  the  applicants. 
When  an  applicant  attends  the  Board  of  Guardians,  the  question  is  put,  *^  For 
how  long  have  you  resided?**  and  the  invariable  answer  is,  *'  Five  years.*' 

55.  If  there  is  an  appeal,  of  course  the  applicant  must  prove  the  &ct  that  he 
has  resided  five  years  ? — Yes. 

56.  Are  there  many  appeals  on  account  of  the  Irish  removals  ? — I  think  not. 
I  am  not  aware  of  any  appeals  in  the  cases  which  I  have  mentioned. 

57.  I  believe  you  mentioned  that  there  is  a  large  proportion  of  Irish  in  each  of 
those  three  tovms,  Derby,  Nottingham  and  York  ? — I  do  not  think  there  is  a 
large  proportion  in  Derby ;  there  is  a  considerable  proportion  in  York  and  in 
Chesterfield. 

58.  Do  you  know  whether  there  are  many  removals  from  those  places  ? — I 
am  not  prepared  to  state  as  regards  Chesterfield;  I  have  no  table  upon  that 
point,  but  as  far  as  my  recollection  serves  me,  there  are  not  many  removals. 

59.  Are  the  removals  which  you  have  mentioned,  all  the  removals  which  have 
taken  place  of  the  Irish  during  the  three  years? — Yes,  in  those  places. 

60.  You  do  not  know  any  of  the  particulars  of  the  manner  in  which  they  deal 
with  the  Irish  cases  in  those  towns  ? — No,  I  do  not. 

61.  You  do  not  know  whether  they  remove  them  at  a  very  summary  way  upon 
their  applying  for  relief,  or  whether  they  interfere  to  relieve  them  on  the  spot  ? — 
I  should  say,  they  generally  prefer  to  relieve  them  in  those  places  which  I  have 
mentioned. 

62.  Why  are  there  more  Irish  in  Chesterfield  than  in  other  places? — They 
come  to  the  iron  works  and  the  coal  works  in  the  neighbourhood. 

6;^.  They  are  employed  in  the  collieries  ? — Yes,  and  in  the  iron  works. 

64.  Sir-E.  Grogani]  They  are  employed  in  getting  iron  stone,  are  they  not? — ^Yes. 

65.  Chairman.']  Have  you  ever  had  occasion  to  communicate  with  the  paro- 
chial authorities  upon  the  subject  of  the  Irremovable  Act  ? — Yes. 

66.  Do  they  complain  of  the  burden  cast  on  their  parish  or  union  ? — In  a 
number  of  the  unions,  they  complain  of  the  system  of  paying  the  cost  of  irremovable 
poor  upon  the  averages. 

67.  The  question  merely  referred  to  the  system  itself,  of  allowing  the  poor  to 
claim  to  be  relieved  in  their  unions  ? — I  think  in  Derby  they  do ;  because,  as  I 
have  shown,  at  Derby,  the  amount  paid  for  irremovable  poor  is  actually  greater 
than  the  amount  they  pay  for  their  own  settled  poor. 

68.  Are 
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68.  Are  there  any  means  taken  to  prevent  the  poor  remaining  during  five  years,  Mr.  John  Lamberts 
are  they  watched  by  the  parish  officer  for  the  purpose  of  preventing  their  getting        ■ 

that  right? — I  think  not  in  those  large  towns  with  which  I  am  acquainted.  5  -^"ne  '86o. 

69.  Have  you  inquired  into  the  operation  of  the  Act  in  other  places  than  the 
towns  which  you  have  named  ? — I  have  known  instances  in  fjarishes  where  per- 
sons have  been  induced  to  break  their  residence  by  going  into  an  adjoining  parish, 
and  then  being  removed  within  a  very  short  period  afterwards.  1  have  known  a 
few  instances  of  that  kind  which  have  come  under  my  observation. 

70.  Have  they  been  persons  applying  for  relief  ? — Yes. 

71.  There  are  some  parishes  which  have  much  more  power  over  the  poor  than 
others  ;  do  you  observe  that  this  Act  has  any  operation  in  those  parishes,  such  as 
to  induce  the  poor  to  reside  in  some  neighbouring  parish  for  five  years  in  order  to 
relieve  them  of  the  charge  ? — ^There  are  parishes  in  which  that  is  done. 

72.  With  regard  to  parishes  where  there  are  two  or  three  proprietors,  or  only 
one  proprietor,  does  the  Act  give  them  any  particular  advantage  in  getting  rid  of 
their,  paupers  and  fixing  them  upon  some  neighbouring  parish  ? — I  do  not  know 
many  instances  in  which  cottages  have  been  pulled  down  to  any  extent  with  a 
view  to  this  Act.  I  am  inclined  to  think  that  the  statement  which  has  been 
frequently  made  of  that  fact  is  somewhat  exaggerated ;  but  at  the  same  time  there 
is  a  great  want  of  cottage  accommodation  in  a  number  of  parishes  for  the  increased 
number  of  labourers  that  are  required,  in  consequence  of  agricultural  improve- 
ments, and  so  on. 

73.  But  there  are  plenty  of  places  where  the  poor  reside,  but  do  not  work  ? — 
Yes,  plenty. 

74.  To  which  they  would  not  be  chargeable  if  they  were  destitute,  and  the 
parish  derive  the  whole  advantage  of  their  labour  without  any  of  the  liability  for 
their  support ;  that  is  the  case,  is  it  not  ? — Yes,  unquestionably. 

75.  Do  you  find  that  this  Act  has  particularly  favoured  that  system? — I  do  not 
tbink  it  has  favoured  it,  at  least  I  am  not  acquainted  with  any  striking  instance 
where  it  has  occurred ;  I  am  speaking  of  the  Act  of  the  irremovable  poor. 

76.  You  do  not  think  that  if  the  right  to  be  irremovable  were  reduced  to  three 
years  that  people  would  be  more  induced  to  drive  the  poor  out  of  their  parish,  to 
force  them  to  get  settlements  elsewhere? — I  think  not. 

77.  Does  that  system  then,  to  the  extent  it  used  to  do,  tend  to  shift  the 
burden  of  the  poor  from  one  parish  to  another  ? — Of  trying  to  shift  it  from  the 
parish  to  the  common  fund,  there  are  many  instances. 

78.  But  before  the  system  of  having  unions,  or  before  the  Poor  Law  was 
established,  there  used  to  be  a  constant  conflict  between  the  parishes  as  to  which 
support  the  poor?—  Quite  so. 

79.  Does  that  conflict  go  on  now  with  respect  to  the  unions  which  used  to 
exist  between  the  parishes  ? — There  is  undoubtedly  a  conflict  occasionally  between 
the  parishes. 

80.  The  irremovable  poor  are  charged  on  what  is  called  the  common  fund  ? — 
Th,ey  are. 

81.  And  they  are  relieved  out  of  that  fund  ?— By  the  9  &  10  Vict.  c.  96,  they 
were  charged  upon  the  parish  in  which  they  happen  to  have  acquired  the  status 
of  irremovability. 

82.  Do  you  mean  that  by  a  subsequent  Act  they  are  chargeable  now  upon  the 
common  fund?— Yes,  by  the  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  110,  which  has  been  continued, 
they  are. now  charged  upon  the  common  fund. 

83.  Where  do  they  apply  for  relief  ?— They  apply  to  the  relieving  officer. 

84.  He  is  an  officer  not  of  the  union,  but  a  relieving  officer  for  the  district  ? — 
A  district  of  the  union,  if  it  is  a  large  union ;  in  a  small  union  there  is  only  one 
relieving  officer ;  but  in  larger  unions  there  are  two  or  three  who  have  particular 
districts. 

85.  These  irremovable  poor  apply  to  that  relieving  officer? — Yes. 

86.  But  not  particularly  to  the  relieving  officer  of  the  parish  where  he  has 
acquired  what  you  term  the  status  of  irremovability? — He  would  apply  to  the 
relieving  officer  in  whose  district  that  parish  was, 

87.  Are  the  irremovable  poor  relieved  differently  from  the  settled  poor? — 
They  are  charged  to  the  common  fund  of  the  union,  whereas  each  of  the  settled 
poor  is  charged  to  his  own  parish. 

88.  Are  you  of  opinion  that  the  same  system,  whether  it  is  indoor  relief  or  out- 
door  relief,  should  apply  to  the  irremovable  poor  as  well  as  to  the  settled  poor  ?*- 

0.95.  A  3  Yes, 
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'Mir,  John  Lambert.  Yes,  with  this  exception  that  in  many  instances  the  case  of  the  irremovable  poor 

is  not  so  thoroughly  investigated  as  that  of  the  poor  charged  to  their  own 

5  June  i860.       parish. 

80.  Can  you  account  for  that  in  any  way  ? — The  guardian  of  a  parish  generally 
seems  to  take  more  interest  in  the  investigation  of  the  case  of  a  pauper  who  is 
settled  in  his  own  parish  than  he  does  in  the  case  of  an  irremovable  pauper. 

90.  With  a  view  to  his  own  interest  because  he  is  a  ratepayer  in  that  parish  ? — 
Of  course  he  is  ;  he  is  more  immediately  interested  in  the  fund  from  which  the 
payment  comes. 

91.  How  is  that  fund  constituted? — ^That  fund  is  constituted  in  this  way,  the 
average  expenditure  of  each  parish  in  the  relief  of  its  own  poor,  extended  over  a 
period  of  three  years,  is  ascertained,  and  then,  according  to  the  average  sums  con- 
tributed by  eacli  parish,  in  that  way  they  are  assessed  to  the  commbn  fund  of  the 
union. 

92.  Docs  that  operate  with  any  peculiar  hardship,  in  your  opinion,  on  these 
parishes? — It  certainly  operates  in  this  way,  that  the  parishes  which  have  the 
greatest  number  of  paupers  of  their  own  are  charged  with  the  greatest  payment  to 
the  common  fund. 

93.  And  it  goes  to  support  people  in  whom  they  have  no  interest,  because  the 
irremovable  poor  are  not  poor  who  have  been  settled  in  their  own  parish  ? — It  does. 

94.  The  greater  the  number  of  poor  the  greater  amount  they  have  to  pay  for 
their  irremovable  poor  ? — Precisely  so.  In  fact  it  is  a  tax  on  the  poverty  of  their 
parish. 

95.  In  what  way  is  this  viewed  in  your  district.  Is  it  considered  a  hardship 
on  the  parishes  to  be  so  charged  ? — I  think  unquestionably  it  is. 

96.  Do  you  know  if  there  was  any  reason  for  that  when  the  Act  was  originally 
passed;  was  it  intended  to  be  so  distributed? — The  basis  of  the  common  charge 
was  laid  down  by  the  4  &  5  Will.  4,  c.  76 :  it  did  not  include  the  irremovable 
poor ;  it  was  a  common  fund  that  was  created  for  the  purpose  of  paying  for  the 
cost  of  the  erection  of  the  workhouses  and  the  salaries  of  the  various  officers  of 
the  union. 

97.  This  basis  Avas  taken  at  the  first  establishment  of  the  poor  law  ?— Yes. 

98.  When  there  were  certain  new  charges  to  be  defrayed  ? — Precisely  so. 

99.  Then  they  took  the  amount  which  the  different  parishes  had  paid  for  their 
poor  for  the  three  years  prior  to  the  passing  of  that  Act  ?  -  Yes. 

1 00.  Is  there  any  other  reason  given  for  making  this  new  charge  upon  that 
principle  ? — I  am  not  aware  of  any  other  reason.  Tliat  principle  was  adopted  by 
the  Act  which  is  called  Mr.  Bodkin's  Act,  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  110. 

101.  Then  there  is  no  reason  whatever  that  you  know  of,  why  that  which 
appears  to  you  to  be  so  unjust,  and  which  you  say  is  so  considered,  should  con- 
tinue f — I  think  it  is  unjust  that  it  should  continue. 

102.  'J'hore  is  no  special  reason,  in  your  opinion,  why  it  should  continue? — 
Certainly  not.  I  may  illustrate  the  inequality  and  unfairness  of  the  present  system 
by  taking  as  an  instance  lunatics.  If  it  happens  that  a  small  parish  has  among  its 
inhabitants  a  pauper  family  unfortunately  tainted  with  hereditary  insanity,  that 
parish,  although  very  small  in  its  acreage,  and  its  value,  and  its  population,  would 
have  to  pay  to  the  common  charge  upon  the  sum  which  was  ex[)ended  by  the 
parish  in  the  maintenance  of  the  lunatics  of  that  parish  in  the  asylum. 

103.  You  suppose  the  case  of  a  parish  where  there  are  no  other  poor  but  the 
lunatics  ? — I  can  give  you  an  instance  in  the  Souihwell  Union.  I  find  in  the 
parish  of  Staythorpe,  which  has  a  population  of  only  64  persons,  where  the 
present  average  is  only  2/.,  that  they  have  now  got  a  lunatic,  the  cost  of  whom  is 
20 1,  a  year.  The  lunatic  is  at  an  asylum,  and  the  parish  have  to  pay  20  /.  for  that 
lunatic.  When  the  averages  have  to  be  taken  that  20/.  will  be  included,  and  they 
will  have  to  pay  to  the  common  charge  on  that  20  /.  as  well  as  the  2  /. 

104.  Who  i)ays  the  20 1.  ?—  The  parish. 

105.  They  are  afterwards  liable  for  a  contribution  to  the  common  charge, 
becau?e  they  have  a  lunatic  in  their  parish  for  whom  they  pay  20/.  a-year? — 
Precisely  so. 

106.  Sir  W,  Miles.]  Of  course  that  is  a  parochial  lunatic? — Yes. 

107.  Mr.  Ikecroft.]  What  is  the  case  after  his  death  ? — Then  the  parish  virould 
come  back  to  whatever  they  spent,  if  the  averages  were  retaken. 

108.  Mr.  AT/rton.]  Is  that  a  proprietary  parish  which  belongs  to  one  owner? — 
I  am  not  aware;  it  has  a  population  of  64,  and  the  rateable  value  is  1,500/. 

109.  A  lunatic 
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109.  A  lunatic  becoming  charged  as  an  irrenaovable  pauper  of  parish  A,  would  Mr.  John  Lambert^ 

be  charged  to  the  common  fund  of  that  union  ? — Yes ;    I  shoidd  say  that  the 

great  bulk  of  the  lunatic.*;  are  charged  to  the  parish,  and  not  to  the  common  fund.  5  J«ne  i860. 
The  lunatics  are  generally  charged  to  the  parish.     In  the  table  I  have  here  with 

regard  to  the  61  unions  the  cost  of  lunatics  is  stated,  and  I  find  12,762  L  i^ 
charged  to  the  parish,  and  1,840/.  to  the  common  fund. 

110.  Chairman^]  Then  what  is  chargeable  to  the  common  fund  would  be  ixTO- 
movable  lunatics  r — Yes. 

in.  In  what  way  would  you  propose  to  raise  a  common  fund  if  you  did  not 
take  it  upon  the  average  of  the  diflferent  parishes  ? — The  rateable  value  of  the 
property  in  the  different  parishes. 

1 1 2.  The  rateable  value  V — Yes. 

113.  Then  you  would  make  up  a  fund,  as  you  say,  upon  the  rateable  value  of 
the  whole  union  to  suppurt  the  charges  which  are  called  common  charges.^— I 
would. 

114.  That  would  include  the  parishes  which  escape  altogether  now,  would  it 
not? — That  would  include  the  parishes  that  escape  altogether;  those  parishes 
which  have  no  poor  of  their  own,  smd  those  parishes  which  have  poor  of  their 
own,  but  which,  by  the  arrangements  made  escape  the  contribution. 

1 1  5.  How  come  the  parishes  without  any  poor  at  all  to  be  in  the  union ;  had 
they  any  option  originally  in  the  matter  ? — They  were  made  by  arrangement  under 
an  order  ot  the  Board,  I  think  in  the  first  instance.  It  was  considered  that  the 
whole  union  derived  benefit  from  the  general  establishment  of  the  workhouses. 

116.  Mr.  Ayrton^  Are  you  aware  that  these  unions  were  made  for  the  very 
purpose  of  ultimately  making  a  charge  for  poor  upon  the  whole  union,  instead  of 
being  as  at  present  charged  upon  the  parish  ? — I  am  not  aware  what  the  intention 
was. 

1 17.  Sir  W.  MilesJ]  There  is  a  power  under  the  original  Act  given,  if  a  certain 
number  of  guardians  think  it  necessary  to  convert  the  parishes  into  a  union  ? — 
Yes,  for  settlement  and  rating ;  it  must  be  by  the  consent  of  the  guardians  of  all 
ihe  parishes  of  the  union,  not  by  a  majority. 

118.  Are  there  many  cases  in  which  the  guardians  accept  that  power  so  given 
them  by  law  ?— I  have  only  heard  of  two  or  three. 

119.  So  that  the  inference  to  be  drawn  from  that  would  be  that  the  majority 
of  the  guardians  throughout  England  preferred  the  parochial  rather  than  a^union 
fietthement^  would  it  not  ? — It  would  that  some  did. 

12b.  Mr.  Jtfrton.]  Then  the  majority  might  wish  a  union  rating,  but  an 
interested  minority  would  not? — It  may  be  so,  unquestionably.  It  is  not  a  ma- 
jority, Wt  you  must  have  the  unanimous  consent  of  the  guardians. 

121.  Therefore,  if  there  were  large  landed  proprietors  owning  the  entire 
parish,  the  infer^ice  might  be  that  those  large  landed  proprietors  would  not  give 
their  consent,  because  it  might  subject  them  to  a  just  measure  of  rating  ? — Because 
they  might  have  to  pay  more  for  their  [joor. 

122.  Mr.  H.  Herbert.']  Are  you  aware  that  that  is  so  ? — ^They  would  have  to 
pay  more  for  their  poor. 

123.  Sir  W.  Miles.']  Is  that  the  case  in  the  different  unions  with  which  you  are 
acquainted  ? — I  am  not  aware  of  any  case  in  which  the  question  has  been  put 
to  the  vote ;  but  I  know  some  unions  in  which  a  majority  of  the  guardians 
would  be  disposed  for  a  general  amalgamation  of  the  parishes  for  the  purpose  of 
union  settlement. 

124.  Mr.  H.  Herbert.']  By  what  are  they  prevented  from  so  doing? — They  are 
prevented  because  there  are  some  guardians  who  oppose  it. 

125.  Mr.  Ayrton.']  Is  not  the  number  of  parishes  in  whicii  that  has  occurred 
Tery  small  ? — Precisely  bo.  I  cannot  give  y(m  the  number  of  instances  in  winch 
parishes  contribute  nothing  to  the  common  fund. 

126.  Chairman.]  Yoo  say  the  parishes  do  not  contribute  anything  at  all  to 
the  common  fund  ?—  Yes.  I  have  here  the  orders  fixing  the  averages  for  several 
unions,  and  in  several  of  those  I  find  parishes  which  pay  nothing. 

127.  Mr.  Ayrton.]  Can  you  state  whether  those  parishes  are  for  the  most  part 
owned  by  single  proprietors  r — They  are  very  small  parishes. 

128.  Are  they  not  for  the  most  part  owned  by  single  proprietors? — I  am  not 
prepared  to  say  whether  they  are  for  the  most  part  owned  by  one,  but  I  can 
«ay  that  they  are  owned  by  a  sav^U  number  of  proprietors. 

0.95,  A  4  1 29.  Chairman.'] 
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^r.  John  Lambert.      ^^9'  Chairman.']  Could  those  parishes  have  any  paupers  maintained  out  of  the 

common  fund  by  their  being  resident  in  them  ? — Yes. 

S  June  i860.  130,  Mr.  Barrow.]  In  the  case  of  a  pauper  resident  in  one  of  those  parishes 

applying  to  the  relieving  officer  for  relief,  and  an  order  being  made  on  the  Board 
of  Guardians,  that  charge  would  be  made  on  the  common  fund  r — Certainly,  if 
he  were  irremovable. 

131.  Ckairman.]  Then  it  might  be  the  case  that  these  irremovable  poor  would 
be  maintained  out  of  the  common  fund,  and  the  parish  contribute  nothing  to  it  ? — 
Precisely  so, 

132.  Mr.  Ai/rton.]  Under  the  present  system,  it  is  in  the  power  of  a  pro- 
prietor, is  it  not,  to  keep  none  but  irreroovatile  poor  on  his  property,  and  then  to 
throw  the  expense  of  them  on  other  parishes  belonging  to  the  union,  if  he  con- 
tributes nothing  to  the  common  fund  ? — Yes,  if  he  contributes  nothing  to  the 
common  fund. 

133.  It  is  in  his  power,  is  it  not,  not  to  contribute  anything  to  the  common 
fund ;  and  if  he  chooses  not  to  have  cottages  on  his  property  on  which  the  settled 
poor  can  reside  ? — Precisely  so. 

134.  Therefore  it  is  in  the  power  of  a  wealthy  landed  proprietor  to  relieve 
himself  from  all  the  burden  of  the  poor  rates,  and  cast  them  on  others  under  the 
present  system,  is  it  not  ? — Jt  is  by  pulling  down  cottages,  except  in  the  case  of 
persons  who  have  acquired  a  previous  settlement. 

135.  But  those  become  irremovable  poor,  and  therefore  are  not  chargeable  as 
settled  poor  on  his  estate  ? — Yes. 

1 36.  A  man  may  have  been  originally  a  pauper,  chargeable  on  the  landed 
proprietor's  estate,  who  may  send  him  into  the  next  parish,  keep  him  there  for 
live  years,  and  then  he  will  become  among  the  irremovable  poor  of  the  next 
parish,  and  so  cease  at  the  end  of  five  years  to  be  a  charge  upon  the  original 
parish  ? — He  would. 

137.  In  that  way,  in  a  short  time,  the  landed  proprietor  can  relieve  himself  of 
all  charge  with  respect  to  the  poor  on  his  estate  r — ^Yes. 

138.  Sir  W.  Miles.']  I  understand  you  to  say,  from  five  years*  experience  of  a 
very  large  district,  extending  over  two  or  three  counties,  that  that  is  not  the  case? 
— 1  have  not  witnessed  it. 

139.  Mr.  Beecroft.']  But  it  can  be  done? — It  can. 

14(H  Mr.  Ayrton.']  Is  it  not  the  fact,  that  those  small  parishes  which  are  in  the 
hands  of  two  or  three  owners,  in  point  of  fact,  are  not  paying  any  considerable 
contribution  to  the  common  fund,  or  any  parish  rate  r — That  is  upon  the  present 
system  of  averages. 

141.  Mr.  Barrow."]  Has  not  the  operation  of  the  law  of  1836  very  much 
aflfected  the  question  of  settlement  ? — It  has. 

142.  Has  not  the  number  of  paupers  belonging  to  these  parishes,  seriously 
diminished  in  consequence  of  the  alteration  of  the  law  of  settlement  ? — Yes, 
1  think  so. 

143.  Has  not  the  average  of  those  parishes  gradually  fallen  off*  in  consequence 
of  the  operation  of  the  law  of  settlement  having  diminished  their  amount  of 
pauperism  ? — Yes. 

144.  Chairman.]  Do  you  know  if  there  are  any  means  resorted  to  by  different 
parishes  to  keep  down  the  averages  ? — Yes. 

145.  Is  that  in  order  to  escape  this  extraordinary  charge  which  is  calculated 
upon  the  average  amount  of  poor  ? — I  presume  it  is  partly  that,  and  partly  also  I 
should  say,  for  evading  the  law,  which  requires  that  every  ablebodied  person 
should  be  relieved  in  the  workhouse. 

146.  Since  this  Act  has  been  in  operation,  have  you  observed  that  there  have 
been  schemes  devised  or  acted  upon  for  the  express  purpose  of  escaping  from 
contributing  to  the  common  fund  charged  in  the  manner  which  you  have  just 
described  ?—  It  is  done  by  private  arrangement  in  small  parishes  among  the 
occupiers  themselves ;  that  is,  by  a  private  subscription  in  the  nature  of  a  private 
rate. 

147.  Of  course,  the  parishes  cannot  be  very  large  where  that  is  doner — No, 
they  must  be  small  parishes. 

148.  Sir  W.  Miles.]  Will  you  name  the  union  in  which  that  has  been  done, 
and  state  all  the  particulars'? — I  had  occasion,  in  the  year  1858,  to  take  the  aver- 
ages of  the  Malton  Union,  in  Yorkshire,  and  1  discovered  there,  from  an  examina- 
tion 
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tioa  of  the  overseers,  that  a  sum  of  414/.  16^.  6d.  had  been  contributed  by  lAx.John  LamhtH. 
private  Tate  towards  the  support  of  the  poor  in  ]  7  parishes  of  that  union.  

149.  Chairman.']  But  those  are  not  all  the  parishes  of  that  union  ?~No.  5  June  i86o. 

150.  Sit  IV.  Miles.]  Of  how  many  parishes  does  that  union  consist  ? — Sixty-five. 

151.  Can  you  give  us  the  proportion  which  was  collected  in  each  of  those  17 
parishes  ? — Yes,  I  can. 

152.  How  much  was  collected  in  each  of  those  parishes  by  rate,  and  how  much 
by  the  private  late  ? — I  am  not  able  to  give  the  division,  becatise  I  have  it  not 
here.  In  taking  the  averages,  we  take  the  average  of  the  three  preceding  years ; 
so  that  if  1  had  to  take  the  average  of  a  union  now,  I  should  examine  the  over- 
seers of  the  present  year,  who  are  generally  persons  who  are  newly  appointed 
to  the  ofiice,  and  frequently  are  not  aware  of  the  expenditure  which  has  taken 
place  previously. 

153.  Chairman.']  You  have  satisfied  yourself  that  this  rate,  collected  for  the 
purposes  of  the  poor  of  these  parishes^  is  for  the  purpose  of  evading  the  laiger 
amount  which  otherwise  would  appear  on  the  average  ? — I  mean  to  say,  that  by 
means  of  that  contribution  the  averages  are  reduced.  I  find,  in  fact,  that  during 
three  yesu^s  the  sum  of  414  /.  16  s.  6  d.  had  been  contributed  towards  the  support 
of  poor  persons  in  those  parishes,  which  sum  did  not  appear  upon  the  ordinary 
accounts  of  the  year. 

1 54.  Sir  IV.  Miles.]  Will  you  give  the  names  of  those  parishes  ? — **  Birdsale^ 
Duggleby,  Kennelborpe,  Knapton,  Langton,  Levering,  North  Grimston,  Scamps- 
ton,  Setterington."  Then  1  have  a  memorandum,  **  Highway,  not  ascertain- 
able;" then  ''Thorpe,  Heslenton  (West),  Werton,  Wareham-le-Street,  Winter- 
ingham,  Appleton,  Airjholme,  Bulmer,'Ryton." 

155-  Were  you  able  to  ascertain  whether  this  sum  of  money  was  raised  for  the 
purpose  of  putting  the  men  upon  the  highway,  and  keeping  them  out  of  the  poor- 
houses? — No,  they  were  not  put  on  the  highway ;  it  was  money  actually  paid  for 
paupers. 

1 56.  By  whom  was  this  money  paid  for  the  paupers ;  was  it  paid  through  the- 
overseers  ? — It  was  paid  generally,  I  think,  through  the  overseer. 

157.  Was  the  information  which  you  collected  obtained  from  the  overseer? — 
Yes ;  I  examined  the  overseer  on  oath. 

158.  Chairman.]  Do  you  know  anything  further  as  to  the  application,  whether 
it  was  to  the  able-bodied  paupers,  or  whether  it  was  to  the  widows  or  children  ? 
— No,  I  do  not ;  I  do  not  recollect  which  it  was. 

159.  You  believe  that  it  was  specifically  for  the  purpose  of  keeping  down  the 
poor  rates  r— It  certainly  had  that  effect. 

160.  Sir  W.  Miles.]  Did  you  examine  the  overseers  at  all  as  to  whether  that 
was  the  intention  of  the  different  parishes ;  did  you  ever  put  the  question  to  them  ? 
— I  did  not  put  the  question  as  to  their  intention  ;  certainly  not. 

161.  All  you  were  told  was  merely  that  these  sums  of  money  had  been  sub- 
scribed ? — Yes.     " 

162.  Chairman^  You  did  not  find  that  these  people  were  placed  in  houses^ 
where  they  lived  rent-free  ? — No,  not  in  this  ;  but  in  other  parishes  I  have  found 
that  to  be  the  case. 

163.  That  would  not  represent  the  amount  of  rates  if  you  were  to  take  the 
averages  ? — Not  at  all. 

1 64.  Are  there  not  in  some  places  what  are  called  parish  houses  ? — Yes ;  ia 
some  of  the  Lincolnshire  unions  there  are  a  very  considerable  number. 

165.  That  is  a  form  of  relief  which  allows  the  poor  to  live  rent-free? — 
Precisely  so. 

166.  Sir  W.  Miles.]  Taking  this  union,  from  which  you  have  selected  17 
parishes,  can  you  give  the  average  paid  for  the  rate  of  the  three  years,  when  you 
took  the  average  ? — Yes,  1  can  give  that ;  but  1  have  it  not  with  me. 

167.  What  effect  had  this  private  contribution,  which  had  been  subscribed  in 
aid  of  the  rates,  upon  the  common  charges  of  the  union  ? — it  reduced  them. 

168.  Had  it  any  particular  effect  upon  anyone  parish? — 1  should  prefer  ta 
have  referred  to  the  paper  before  I  answer  the  question. 

1 69.  Chairman.]  You  do  not  mean  to  say  it  reduced  the  common  charges, but  that 
it  reduced  the  charge  fixed  upon  the  parish  where  this  voluntary  contribution  was 
made  ? — Precisely  so ;  it  is  an  exceedingly  diflScult  thing  to  find  out  the  particulars 
with  regard  to  these  private  rates.  I  may  mention  that  on  one  occasion,  after 
examining  the  overseers  on  oath,  I  met  accidentally  in  an  omnibus  a  man  wha 

0.95.  B  told 


Digitized  by 


Google 


10  MINUTES  OF  EVIDENCE  TAKEN  BEFORE  THE 

Mr.  JAn  Lambert,  told  me  that  he  had  made  out  the  private  rates  himself  of  five  or  six  parishes  in 

the  union.     I  make  no  charge  against  the  overseers,  because  it  is  possible  they 

^  June  i860,      might  have  known  nothing  about  it, 

170.  Sir  fV.  Miles.]  Did  he  give  the  name  of  the  parish  ? — He  did  not ;  but  I 
•     afterwards  received  a  communication  from  the  overseers  statinjj  that  they  had 

made  a  mistake.     I  have  no  objection  to  state  that  it  was  the  Helmsley  Union, 
in  Yorkshire. 

171.  As  I  understand,  they  did  not  attempt  to  conceal  them  in  the  17  parishes, 
but  in  the  six  they  did  r— I  do  not  know  whether  they  knew  it ;  I  am  not  prepared 
to  say  that  they  knew  it. 

172.  Chairman.]  You  go  to  the  parishes  of  a  union  for  the  purpose  of  taking  the 
averages ;  for  that  purpose  you  must  have  an  account  of  all  that  is  expended  in  the 
three  years ;  they  would  naturally  tell  you  what  appears  on  their  books  as  being 
the  amount,  and  then  you  discover  afterwards  that  there  is  more,  l)y  reason  of  these 
private  contributions  ;  is  that  the  case  ? — ^I  examine  the  accounts ;  in  taking  the 
averages  of  the  union  I  first  extract  from  all  the  union  books  the  sums  which  have 
been  expended  by  each  parish  in  the  maintenance  of  its  own  poor  during  the  pre- 
ceding three  years.  I  then  extract  from  the  overseers'  balance-sheets  all  sums 
which  they  may  have, so  expended ;  then  I  communicate  with  the  guardians,  and  in- 
quire of  them  whether  they  have  reason  to  suppose  that  in  any  of  the  parishes  of  the 
union  there  are  any  irregular  contributions  for  the  purpose  of  maintaining  the  poor, 
or  whether  there  are  any  parish  houses  the  rents  of  which  are  not  accounted  for. 

1 73.  With  a  view,  if  this  is  done,  of  raising  the  average 't — With  a  view  of  raising 
the  average.  If  the  guardians  inform  me  that  such  is  the  case,  1  then  summon  all 
the  overseers  of  the  present  year,  and  examine  them  upon  oath  ;  but  still  from 
them  I  cannot  of  course  always  be  able  to  obtain  the  information  as  to  what  has 
taken  place  during  the  preceding  three  years,  because  they  are  officers  newly 
appointed. 

1 74.  What  is  it  to  you  as  inspector,  in  taking  the  averages,  what  people  choose 
to  pay  out  of  their  pocket  to  the  poor,  because  a  benevolent  person  may  choose 
to  employ  a  pauper  that  he  does  not  even  require,  but  he  does  so  to  keep  him  off 
the  rates ;  how  is  it  a  fraudulent  act  to  combine  to  keep  people  off  the  poor  rate  ? — 
If  they  are  kept  off  the  poor  rate  they  are  kept  to  that  extent  off  the  averages  ; 
they  do  not  pay  their  proportion  to  the  general  cost  of  the  union. 

175.  If  there  are  fewer  paupers,  then  the  amount  necessary  for  relief  is  less,  but 
it  is  no  fraud  that  the  paupers  are  not  more  ?— The  Act  of  Parliament  says  that  the 
contribution  to  the  common  charges  shall  be  assessed  upon  the  exffenses  incurred 
by  each  parish  for  the  relief  of  its  own  poor,  for  three  years,  ending  on  the  25th  of 
March  next,  preceding  such  inquiry. 

176.  Then  you  say  that  compulsory  contributions  are  voluntarily  made  by  peo- 
ple agreeing  together  to  do  it  ? — Quite  so  ;  but  if  they  did  not  so  voluntarily  agree 
these  paupers  would  be  charged  in  the  union  accounts. 

177.  But  these  people  choose  that  they  shall  not  ap[)ear  as  paupers,  and  put 
their  hands  in  their  pockets  to  prevent  it  ? — Yes. 

1 78.  How  can  that  be  called  a  fraud  ? — I  do  not  say  it  is  a  legal  fraud ;  I  say  that 
in  consequence  of  that  arrangement  they  do  not  pay  so  much  to  the  common  fund 
of  the  union. 

1 79.  You  have  no  doubt,  from  inquiries  on  the  spot,  that  that  is  the  purpose 
vrith  which  this  contribution  is  made  ? — No  doubt. 

180.  Mr.  Magtdre.]  Is  it  not  a  fraud,  as  against  other  parishes? — ^The  other 
parishes  have  to  pay  for  it. 

181.  Mr.  Ayrton.]  Has  there  been  any  legal  interpretation  of  that  word 
*'  parish ;  **  d6es  it  mean  a  contribution  made  by  the  parish  in  its  corporate 
capacity,  or  by  the  inhabitants  of  the  parish  ? — There  is  some  considerable  difli- 
culty  in  the  question  of  whether  these  payments  can  be  included  ;  practically,  they 
have  been  for  some  time ;  but  it  is  worthy  of  note,  that  in  the  28th  section  of  the 
4  &  5  Will;  4,  nothing  is  said  about  private  rate^  whatever,  but  in  the  following 
clause  29,  which  relates  to  Gilbert  Unions,  private  rates  are  expressly  mentioned. 

182.  Chairman.]  Private  contributions  in  lieu  of  rates? — Yes;  there  is  no  law 
prohibiting  them  that  I  am  aware  of. 

183.  Have  you  ever  discovered  that  anything  positively  illegal  has  been  done, 
such  as  relieving  the  poor  out  of  the  highway  rates,  or  rates  which  are  raised  for 
other  purposes  ? — 1  have  met  with  some  instances  in  which  poor  have  been  relieved 
out  of  the  feed  of  the  lanes  in  some  parishes  ;  they  let  the  feed  of  the  highway, 
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and  out  of  tbat  Bum  the  poor  have  been  maintained ;  I  have  met  with  instances  of  !iir.  John  LamberL 
that  kind!  

1 84.  That  would  not  appear  in  the  expenditure  of  tlie  overseers  for  reh'ef  of  the       5  June  i860, 
poor  ? — Not  at  all ;  nor  would  any  relief  from  the  highway  rate  appear  in  the 

overseers*  account.     ^ 

1 85.  Would  it  not  be  illegal  to  apply  the  highway  rate  for  the  relief  of  the  poor, 
.  and  not  account  for  it  ?—  I  presume  it  would  be. 

186.  Mr.  Barrow.^  Tlie  private  rates  which  you  have  mentioned  were  reaUy 
rates  made  upon  the  whole  of  the  parties  who  were  liable  to  pay  the  ordinary  poor 
rate,  and  were  applied  to  the  relief  of  the  ordinary  poor  by  the  people  who  were 
interested  in  reducing  the  averages?— Yes. 

187.  Have  you  turned  your  attention  at  all  to  the  circumstance  that  the 
averages  unquestionably  in  certain  parishes  have  been  materially  reduced  since  the 
year  1836,  by  the  operation  of  the  law  of  settlement? — I  have  not  turned  my 
attention  particularly  to  that. 

1 88.  Is  i^  within  your  knowledge  that  the  alteration  of  the  law  of  settlement  of 
1836  has  tended  gi:adually  to  reduce  the  averages  in  particular  parishes,  by  re- 
ducing the  pauperism  in  those  parishes  ? — I  have  not  turned  my  attention  particu- 
larly to  that,  but  I  do  know  that  the  common  charges  have  been  increased. 

1 89.  You  stated  that  there  was  a  general  feeling  in  your  district,  or  in  some  of 
the  unions  of  your  district,  in  favour  of  a  union  rate ;  is  not  the  feeling  stronger  in 
favour  of  a  union  rate  for  the  common  charges  ? — There  is  a  much  stronger  feeling, 
unquestionably. 

190.  C/tairman,']  Is  there  any  indisposition  on  the  part  of  Boards  of  Guardians 
to  have  property  rated  according  to  its  value  for  the  common  charges  ? — This 
question  has  been  discussed  a  good  deal  latterly.  I  have  been  invited  to  attend 
some  meetings  of  Boards  of  Guardians,  at  which  they  have  unanimously  passed 
resolutions  in  favour  of  assessing  the  common  charges  upon  the  rateable  value. 

191.  After  discossing  the  subject  ? — After  discussing  the  subject  specially. 

1 92.  The  guardians  all  represent  parishes,  do  they  not  ? — Yes. 

193.  And  therefore  they  answer  for  that  being  approved  of  by  those,  parishes, 
that  the  rateable  value  should  be  assessed  for  this  purpose  ? — ^They  all  voted  in 
favour  of  the  proposition. 

194.  Can  you  name  the  places  which  those  guardians  represented  ? — One  of  the 
places  was  St.  Ives,  in  Huntingdonshire. 

195.  It  was  a  meeting  of  a  Board  of  Guardians  that  you  attended  ? — ^Yes. 

I  g6.  Sir  A^.  Miles.]  Is  that  not  purely  agricultural  ? — ^Yes.  The  next  place  is 
Huntingdon,  which  is  agricultural  also.  Then,  there  is  Southwell,  which  1  may 
mention  is  partly  agricultural  and  partly  manufacturing. 

197.  Mr.  Barrow.]  Those  parishes  had  become  exempt  in  one  or  two  cases  by 
the  extinction  of  pauperism  or  loss  of  averages  ? — Yes.  I  may  say  that  these 
meetings  were  specially  convened  for  the  discussion  of  this  question,  and  th^e 
was  a  very  full  attendance  at  all  of  them.  I  was  not  present  at  the  meeting  at  Louth, 
but  I  know  that  a  resolution  was  carried  there  to  the  same  effect ;  and  also  at 
Nottingham,  which  is  a  manufacturing  place.  There  are  some  other  places,  but  I 
cannot  name  any  more  that  I  have  attended  myself. 

198.  Chairman.]  They  passed  these  resolutions  knowing  that  the  effect  would 
be  that  they  would  either  pay  nothing  or  very  little  to  the  common  fund  ? — Yes. 

1 99.  You  mentioned  one  instance  where  they  were  aware  that  some  parishes 
had  become  completely  exempt,  and  yet  the  guardians  representing  those  parishes 
were  willing  to  pass  such  a  resolution ;  in  fact,  to  become  liable  themselves  to 
contribute  to  the  common  fund  ? — That  was  the  case  at  Southwell. 

200.  Mr.  H.  Herbert.]  I  presume  those  guardians  would  have  drawn  a  wide 
distinction  between  a  union  rate  for  a  common  fund,  and  a  union  rate  for  the  relief 
of  the  poor  ? — Unquestionably ;  at  the  meeting  a  very  wide  distinction  was  drawn 
between  the  two. 

201.  They  would,  in  fact,  regard  the  common  fund  as  a  club,  as  it  were,  where 
every  inmate  should  pay  for  the  tavern  bill ;  would  that  be  the  effect  of  it  ? — Yes. 
The  feeling  at  those  meetings,  with  the  exception  of  Louth,  was  certainly  not  to 
abolish  the  law  of  settlement,  but  10  continue  the  law  of  settlement,  and  the 
parochial  liability  incident  to  it. 

202.  Chairman.'l  Would  they  confine  the  charges  to  those  to  which  they  are 
now  subject,  or  would  they  be  willing  to  add  to  these  some  other  charges  that 
now  fall  upon  the  parish  alone  ?r— To  lunatics  they  would. 

0.95*  B  2  203.  That 


Digitized  by 


Google 


12  MINUTES  OF  EVIDENCE  TAKEN  BEFORE  THE 

Mr.  John  Lantbert.      203.  That  is  to  say,  that  the  relief  of  lunatics  in  any  parish  of  the  unipn  should 

be  out  of  the  common  fund?— Their  relief  should  be  charged  upon  the  common 

6  June  i860.       fund. 

204.  At  present  each  parish  is  liable  for  its  own  lunatics,  like  any  other  paupers  ? 
— If  they  happened  to  be  settled  ;  with  this  exception,  that  if  a  lunatic's  settlement 
is  not  known,  and  if  he  is  not  chargeable  to  the  common  fund,  then,  when  the  case 
is  heard  by  the  magistrates,  they  are  empowered  to  charge  his  maintenance  on  the 
county  rate. 

20.5.  Have  you  formed  any  opinion  yourself  as  to  the  propriety  of  6xing  the 
lunatics  upon  the  common  fund  ? — I  think  it  would  be  desirable  in  many  cases. 
There  are  many  cases  where  the  lunatics  are  not  dangerous  lunatics ;  where,  if  they 
were  sent  to  the  asylum  in  the  earlier  stages  of  their  disease,  there  would  be  a 
greater  probability  of  cure. 

206.  No  kind  of  local  management  could  prevent  lunacy  in  any  pauper  ;  it  does 
not  depend  on  local  management  ? — No. 

207.  It  is  a  fair  charge  falling  upon  the  property  of  the  union  ? — Quite  so. 

208.  Mr.  Barrow.^  If  you  charge  lunatics  to  the  union,  instead  of  the  parish, 
would  there  not  be  a  serious  difficulty  in  drawing  a  distinction  between  lunatics 
and  imbeciles  ? — Those  who  are  sent  to  the  asylum  are  generally  positive  lunatics, 
but  ordinary  imbeciles  do  not  receive  relief  at  a  higher  rate  than  the  ordinary 
paupers. 

209.  CkairmanJ]  Is  there  not  a  large  class  of  harmless  lunatics  who  are  not  sent 
to  the  asylum  ? — Yes,  a  very  large  class. 

210.  It  would  be  equally  fair  to  charge  them  on  the  common  fund  as  lunatics  ? 
It  would  be. 

211.  Mr.  Ayr  ton.]  Do  you  draw  any  distinction  between  lunatics  and  other 
disabled  paupers  ? — The  distinction  between  lunatics  who  are  sent  to  an  asylum 
and  disabled  paupers  is,  that  the  cost  of  the  lunatic  at  an  asylum  is  perhaps  three 
or  four  times  as  much  a?  it  would  be  if  he  were  maintained  in  his  own  parish,  or 
in  the  union  workhouse. 

212.  Is  not  the  disability  of  blindness,  for  example,  just  as  much  an  act  of  nature 
as  lunacy  r — Yes. 

213.  Are  there  not  many  disorders  which  render  a  man  incapable  of  earning  a 
livelihood  which  are  just  as  much  natural  causes  as  lunacy  r — Yes ;  but  the  Legis- 
lature seems  to  have  assumed  that  lunacy  is  an  exceptional  case,  by  the  Act  under 
which  county  lunatic  asylums  are  built. 

214.  But  lunacy  arises,  does  it  not,  just  as  much  from  a  man's  own  misconduct 
as  other  eases  of  disability,  in  the  shape  of  intemperance,  and  the  abuse  of  his  facul- 
ties ? — It  is  very  frequently  hereditary. 

215.  But  so  are  other  diseases,  which  also  produce  incapacity  ? — ^Yes. 

216.  Chairman.]  Do  you  see  any  distinction,  between  lunacy  and  any  other 
natural  cause  which  incapacitates  a  man  from  getting  a  livelihood? — There  is 
the  distinction  which  I  have  stated,  that  the  cost  is  much  greater  of  maintain- 
ing the  lunatic  at  the  asylum  ;  and  there  would  also  be  an  advantage  as  regards 
the  lunatics  themselves,  because  I  think  that  many  lunatics,  who  are  not  danger- 
ous, would  be  sent  to  an  asylum  much  sooner  than  they  are  now ;  they  might  be  sent 
in  an  early  stage,  when  the  disease  is  curable. 

217.  I  think  you  stated  that  guardians  look  after  the  settled  poor,  rather  more 
than  the  irremovable  poor? — Yes ;  there  is  a  great  objection  to  remove  a  lunatic 
to  an  asylum,  on  account  of  the  expense. 

218.  No  amount  of  looking  after,  or  keeping  to  work,  or  taking  care  that  they 
do  not  impose  on  the  parishes,  can  affect  the  class  of  paupers  called  lunatics  ? — 
Certainly  not. 

219.  Therefore  there  can  be  no  harm  or  fear  in  charging  them  on  the  common 
fund  ? — I  think  not. 

220.  Is  there  any  kind  of  disorder,  other  than  that  of  insanity,  of  which  you 
could  say  the  same  thing? — I  should  be  disposed  to  limit  it  to  insanity. 

221.  Mr.  Jyrton.]  Would  you  extend  it  to  blindness? — I  should  limit  it  to 
insanity,  1  think,  for  the  reasons  I  have  stated. 

222.  Chairman.']  Is  not  the  medical  officer  now  paid  out  of  the  Consolidated 
Fund  r~  Partly ;  one-half  is  refunded  from  the  Consolidated  Fund. 

223.  But  is  there  no  class  of  sick  who  are  charged  on  the  common  fund? 

— Yes; 
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— Yes ;  ,tbose  who  happen  to  have  a  settlement  in  the  parish  in  which  they  are  Mr.  John  Lamkert^ 
residing.  . 

224.  Are  there  any  other  cases  of  poor  than  lunatics  who  might  be  charged  on       5  June  i86<>, 
the  common  fund  safely,  whether  they  are  people  who  have  suffered  from  accident, 

or  something  which  they  could  not  have  provided  against  themselves ;  do  you 
think  there  is  any  other  class  of  poor  which  might  be  chargeable  on  the  common 
fund  r — With  regard  to  blindness  I  may  say  this,  that  under  the  provisions  of  one 
of  the  Acts  of  Parliament,  Boards  of  Guardians,  with  the  consent  of  the  Poor 
Law  Board,  are  entitled  to  subscribe  to  certain  asylums ;  the  hospital  for  the 
blind,  for  instance ;  and  that  subscription,  when  paid,  comes  out  of  the  common 
fund. 

225.  Mr.  At/rton.']  Would  there  be  any  greater  door  open  to  abuse,  by 
including  persons  who  are  disabled  by  natural  causes  other  than  lunacy,  than  with 
regard  to  lunatics  themselves  ? — The  sick,  for  instance. 

226.  Persons  permanently  disabled  by  natural  causes  from  work? — I  do  not 
think  the  cases  would  be  so  well  investigated. 

227.  Would  there  be  any  greater  door  open  for  abuse  if  they  were  permanently 
disabled  by  natural  causes  than  there  is  with  reference  to  lunatics  r — I  do  not 
know  that  there  would  be  abuse. 

228.  Sir  JV.  Miles.']  Have  you  any  unions  in  your  district  partly  urban  and 
partly  rural  ? — Yes,  York. 

229.  Let  me  put  you  a  case,  as  far  as  lunatics  are  concerned  :  Supposing  a  city 
under  a  local  Act,  and  consequently  not  under  the  poor  law,  that  in  course  of  time 
has  thrown  its  population  to  out-parishes,  and  from  the  city  being  under  a  local 
Act,  upon  the  formation  of  the  unions  it  was  impossible  that  those  out-parishes 
should  have  been  taken  into  the  city,  and  consequently  that  they  were  placed,  with 
a  number  of  rural  parishes,  in  an  union  by  themselves  ;  I  will  suppose  that  a  parish 
which  I  will  call  an  urban  parish,  united  to  12  other  perfectly  rural  parishes,  and 
the  urban  parish  shall  have  19,O0k)  inhabitants,  and  the  rural  parishes  altogether 
the  same  number,  do  you  not  think,  looking  to  the  population  of  the  urban 
parish,  that  it  would  be  a  very  hard  case  indeed  upon  the  rural  parishes  to  throw 
all  the  lunatics  which  exist  in  the  urban  parish  upon  the  common  fund,  making 
the  rural  parishes  pay  ;  would  it  not  most  extraordinarily  increase  their  pauperism  ? 
— It  would  increase  the  rates,  certainly. 

230.  Mr.  At/rton.]  Would  there  be  more  lunacy  in  the  urban  parish  than  in 
the  rural  parishes  r — It  is  so  assumed. 

231.  Do  you  believe  there  would  be  more  lunacy  in  the  one  urban  parish  than 
with  the  same  number  of  inhabitants  in  the  rural  parishes  ? — I  am  not  prepared  to 
say  that  there  would. 

232.  On  the  one  hand,  if  all  the  parishes  had  one  common  fund  assessed  by  them 
all,  there  would  be  no  injustice  to  anybody,  would  there? —Not  in  that  way  ; 
certainly  not. 

233.  Because,  on  the  one  hand,  the  urban  parish  would  not  put  its  lunatics  on 
the  common  fund  ?— The  urban  lunatics  would  be  thrown  on  the  common  fund 
of  the  whole  union,  just  in  the  same  way  that  the  lunatics  of  the  rural  parishes 
were. 

234.  If  lunacy  added  the  same  per-centage  to  the  same  population  in  the  same 
parishes  there  would  be  no  injustice  ? — Certainly  not. 

235.  Sir  W.  Miles.]  Under  the  present  system,  if  the  rural  parishes  pay  on  the 
average  from  2  s.  6  d.  \o  2  s.  3d.  in  the  pound,  and  the  urban  parish  pays  5  s.  6  d., 
would  not  that  have  a  serious  effect  upon  the  rural  parishes  ?— It  \90vld  have 
an  effect.  ^ 

236.  Which  would  be  very  considerable,  would  it  not  r — It  would  be  con- 
siderable. X      .  .  1  .     J     u 

237.  Chairman.]  But  you  consider  that  the  Legislature  has  recognised  the 
propriety  of  extending  the  area  of  chargeability  by  directing  the  extension  of. 
asylums  ? — Certainly ;  and  it  has  also  empowered  the  justices,  where  the  settle- 
ment is  not  known,  and  the  person  has  not  acquired  the  status  of  irremovability, 
to  charge  that  person  on  the  county  rate. 

238.  With  regard  to  the  expediency  of  allowing  paupers  to  gain  the  status  of 
irremovability  in  unions,  instead  or  in  parishes,  have  you  formed  any  opinion  ?— 
I  think,  if  you  made  the  charge  on  the  common  fund  of  the  union,  that  it  would  be 
only  reasonable  to  extend  the  area  of  acquiring  the  status  of  irremovability  to  the 
union  also.  „..  , 
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Mr.  John  Lambert.       239.  With  what  effect  do  you  think  that  would  be  attended  ;  would  not  a 

greater  number  of  persons  probably  be  chargeable  on  the  common  fund  ? — ^There 

5  June  i860.       would  probably  be  more. 

240.  I  suppose  they  are  deprived  of  their  privilege  in  this  respect  by  removal 
from  one  parish  to  another  in  the  same  union  ? — Yes ;  I  have  known  instances  of 
that  kind,  where  a  pauper  has  been  residing  in  a  parish,  say  eight  or  nine  y^aiB, 
and  then  for  some  reason  or  another  he  has  gone  into  an  adjoining  parish  of  the 
same  union,  and  he  has  become  chargeable  within  two  or  three  weeks  after  that 
change  has  taken  place;  then,  of  course,  having  broken  his  residence,  he  is  remov- 
able, and  he  is  removed. 

•241.  You  think  any  change  of  the  law  in  that  respect  would  be  an  advantage 
to  the  poor  ? — Yes. 

2^2.  Mr.  MaguireJ]  To  what  place  has  he  been  removed  ? — He  has  been 
removed  to  his  own  parish. 

243.  Chairman.']  If  a  man  becomes  chargeable  before  the  five  years  are  out  he 
is  treated  like  any  other  pauper  is  before  the  settlement  is  ascertained,  and  he 
is  removed  r — Precisely.  Within  the  last  fortnight  \  saw  an  instance  of  a  female 
who  had  been  engaged  in  keeping  a  school  for  10  or  12  year^,  and  either  from  the 
circumstance  of  another  school  having  started  in  the  same  place,  or  from  some 
other  cause,  she  became  liable  to  be  charged  to  the  common  fund  of  the  union ; 
she  had  acquired  her  status  of  irreiTiOvability,  but  she  was  induced  to  go  to  another 
parish  within  the  same  union,  and  then  she  was  removed  to  her  own  parish  in 
another  union. 

244.  Mr.  MaguireJ]  What  do  you  mean  by  saying  she  was  induced ? — It  was 
suggested  to  her  that  she  should  go, 

245.  By  whom  ? — By  some  person  interested  in  the  parish. 

246.  Do  you  mean  by  an  official  ?— That  I  do  not  say,. 

247.  Chairman]  Do  I  understand  you  to  say  that  some  person  suggested  to  her 
that  she  Should  go  into  an  adjoining  parish,  in  order  to  make  her  lose  her  right  of 
irremovability  ? — Yes.  I  have  known  a  few  instances  of  that  kind.  J  do  not 
mean  to  say  it  is  a  usual  thing,  but  I  have  known  instances  of  that  kind. 

248.  Sir  JB.  Grogan]  Would  the  pauper  know  the  effect  of  that  removal  ? — 
I  am  unable  to  say. 

249.  Mr.  Barrow.']  Is  there  not  a  penalty  imposed  upon  an  official  who  induces 
any  removal  in  that  way? — There  is  if  he  pays  any  money. 

250.  Chairman.]  It  has  not  been  within  your  experieuce  to  know  whether  it  is 
the  practice  of  officials  or  relieving  officers  to  pass  from  one  parish  to  another  r — 
I  should  say  it  is  not  the  practice. 

251.  Sir  E.  Grogau.]  In  this  particular  instance  you  used  the  expression 
that  the  woman  was  induced  to  move  into  another  parish ;  did  she  know  the  dis- 
tinction of  the  parishes  ? — I  do  not  know. 

252.  If  she  had  known  the  distinction  between  the  parishes,  and  that  she  was 
likely  to  be  i-emoved  by  going  to  that  second  parish,  do  you  think  she  would  have 
taken  that  course  r— No ;  she  made  an  application  to  be  allowed  to  go  back  again 
to  the  parish  where  she  had  obtained  a  residence. 

253.  Mr.  Barrow.]  Did  she  make  an  application  under  the  impression  that  she 
would  be  removed  to  the  parish  in  which  she  had  that  power  of  irremovability  ? 
— To  the  adjoining  parish  it  was ;  she  applied  to  the  same  union, 

254.  Mr.  H.  Herbert.]  Then  slie  di4  not  know  that  she  had  lost  her  irremov- 
ability by  going  into  the  next  parish  ? — Probably  she  did  not. 

255.  Mr.  Maguire.]  What  induced  her  to  go  ? — I  do  not  know  any  further 
particulars  of  that  case. 

256.  You  do  not  know  what  the  form  of  induceoient  was  ? — 1  do  not. 

257.  Did  you  inquire  ? — Idid  not. 

258.  Did  you  consider  it  was  not  part  of  your  duty  to  inquire  into  what  was  a 
'  distinct  violation  of  the  law?— She  stated  that  it  had  been  suggested  to  her  by 

some  person,  but,  as  far  as  I  recollect,  it  was  not  an  officer  of  the  union  who  made 
the  suggestion. 

259.  Did  you  not  consider  at  the  time  that  it  was  a  very  grievous  wrong  to 
that  woman,  if  thereby  rfie  was  deprived  of  relief  in  the  parish  in  which  she  had 
Bved  so  long? — It  was  a  hard  case. 

260.  Was  it  not  a  case  which  you  would  consider  it  your  duty  to  inquire  into  ? 
— The  case  came  before  the  Board  of  Guardians ;  it  waa  inquired  into,  and  it  did  not 
appear  upon  that  inquiry  that  any  officer  of  the  union  had  taken  part  in  those 

proceedings ; 
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proceedings ;  it  was  open  to  any  unofficial  person  belonging  to  the  parish  to  make  Mr.  John  Lamberts 
any  suggestion  that  he  might  think  proper.  

261.  Was  it  an  ordinary  ratepayer,  or  a  person  who  had  some  direct  interest  in      5  June  i866, 
relieving  the  union  ? — I  do  not  know  ;  I  know  it  was  not  an  officer. 

262.  Mr.  AyrtonJ]  I5  it  competent  to  a  person  who  has  been  five  years  in  a 
parish  to  go  into  the  next  parish  and  ask  for  relief,  and  then  lose  the  status  of 
irremovability  ? — A  pauper  may  go  where  he  chooses. 

263.  If  a  person  having  been  five  years  in  a  parish  chooses  to  give  up  his 
residence  there,  and  go  into  the  next  parish  and  ask  for  relief,  does  that  destroy  the 
irremovability  of  that  person,  and  enable  the  person  to  be  removed  to  his  parish 
of  birth  ? — Yes,  to  his  parish  of  settlement. 

264.  Chairman.']  There  must  be  five  years'  continuous  residence  without 
receiving  relief? — Yes. 

265.  Mr.  Ayrton.']  If  after  that  time  he  chooses  to  go  into  the  next  parish 
asking  for  relief,  upon  giving  up  his  residence  in  the  former  parish,  is  he  entitled 
to  be  removed  to  the  parish  of  his  birth  ? — To  the  parish  of  his  settlement, 
whether  by  birth  or  otherwise. 

266.  Chairman.']  You  consider  it  is  the  policy  of  this  Act  to  mitigate  the 
hardship  of  the  system  of  removal? — I  do. 

267.  Would  it  be  a  further  mitigation  if  a  pauper  were  allowed  to  acquire  the 
privilege  of  irremovability  by  residence  for  that  time  in  a  union,  without  reference 
to  a  particular  parish? — Unquestionably;  I  have  given  the  instance  of  York,  in 
which  there  is  one  street  in  five  parishes,  one  street  in  four  parishes,  and  one 
street  in  three  parishes. 

268.  Have  you  considered  whether  there  are  any  objections,  or  what  would  be 
considered  objections,  by  people  of  influence  in  towns,  to  this  change  in  the  law, 
that  persons  should  acquire  irremovability  after  a  residence  for  a  given  period  in  a 
union,  and  not  in  a  parish  ? — I  am  not  aware  of  any  objection ;  the  diairman  of 
the  York  Board  expressed  an  opinion  favourable  to  it. 

269.  You  have  not  a  doubt  that  it  would  give  greater  facility  to  the  acquisition 
of  that  right  of  not  being  removed  ? — I  think  it  would. 

270.  Sir  W.  Miles.]  Would  it  not  throw  a  greater  charge  on  the  parishes  r — 
it  would  throw  a  greater  charge  on  the  common  fund. 

271.  Mr.  Jyrton.]  Is  not  that  view  essentially  connected  with  your  opinion 
that  the  charge  should  be  on  the  common  fund,  and  paid  out  of  the  whole  union  ? 
— Certainly ;  you  have  made  a  common  fund  charge,  and  I  think  you  ought  to 
extend  the  area  of  irremovability  to  the  union. 

272.  You  think  the  common  fund  should  also  be  assessed  on  the  rateable  value 
of  the  whole  union  ? — Yes. 

273.  Those  three  views,  in  your  opinion,  are  all  essentially  connected  with  each 
other,  and  you  think  that  one  should  not  be  adopted  without  the  other  ? — I  think 
they  are  very  much  interwoven  with  each  other. 

274.  You  could  not  adopt  the  one  opinion  without  the  other? — I  adopt  the 
three. 

275.  Chmrman.]  You  have  alluded  to  certain  practices  of  inducing  people  to 
leave  one  parish  and  go  into  a  neighbouring  one ;  if  this  change  were  made  would 
it  not  put  an  end  to  those  practices  ? — Certainly ;  the  inducement  would  not  be 
so  great,  because  by  going  from  one  parish  to  another  the  pauper  would  not  lose 
his  status  of  irremovability,  so  long  as  he  did  not  go  beyond  the  limits  of  the 
mnion. 

276.  Do  you  think  people  living  continuously  in  one  parish,  with  a  view  of 
acquiring  this  right  of  irremovability,  at  all  restricts  the  free  circulation  of  labour? 
—It  probab  y  may  to  some  slight  extent ;  but  I  am  not  prepared  to  say. 

277.  Do  you  think  they  deUberately  stop  in  a  particular  parish  of  a  union  with 
the  view  of  acquiring  that  right  of  irremovability  ? — ^They  may  sometimes,  but  I 
should  say  that  was  rather  the  exception  than  the  rule.  Supposing  a  person  had 
resided  in  a  particular  place  for  two  years,  the  inducement  would  not  be  so  great 
to  him  to  struggle  on  for  the  remaining  three  years,  as  it  would  be  if  four  years 
and  six  months  of  his  time  had  expired,  for  him  to  struggle  on  for  the  remaining 
six  months. 

278.  Sir  E.  Grogan.]  Supposing  a  man  to  have  been  four  years  and  six  months 
resident  in  a  parish,  do  you  conceive  in  that  instance  it  would  interfere  with  the 
xnrculaiion  of  labour? — \i  probably  would  in  that  case, 
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Mr,  John  Lambert.      279.  Have  instances  of  that  kind  occurred  within  your  own  knowledge  ?— No, 

they  have  not. 

5  June  i860.  280.  Mr.  Ayrton.']  Have  you  found  the  possibility  of  being  removed  to  exer- 

cise any  particular  influence  over  the  Irish  residing  in  the  districts  with  which 
you  have  been  acquainted,  so  as  to  induce  them  to  keep  up  a  nominal  or  a  real 
residence  in  a  partic-alar  parish;  do  you  find  that  the  Irish  are  induced  to  remain 
in  a  parish  in  order  that  they  may  not  be  liable  to  be  removed  back  to  Ireland  ? — 
Very  few  instances  of  that  kind  have  come  under  my  own  notice. 

281.  Chairman.']  You  do  not  think  it  would  opemte  much  upon  the  Irish  emi- 
gration, supposing  they  knew  that  they  could  acquire  this  right  of  irremovability 
by  a  five  years*  residence  in  the  union ;  do  you  think  it  would  have  any  eflfect  upon 
the  Irish  labourers  coming  in  ? — I  should  scarcely  think  it  would. 

282.  Do  you  believe  that  the  Irish  are  in  the  least  deterred  from  coming  to 
England  by  the  fear  of  removal  ? — I  am  unable  to  say  whether  they  are  or  not  ; 
they  certainly  appreciate  to  some  extent  the  value  of  irremovability,  because  when 
the  question  is  asked,  **  how  long  they  have  resided,"  the  answer  invariably  i?, 
•*  fifVe  years." 

283.  Mr.  Ayrton,']  Do  you  know  any  instance  within  your  own  knowledge  of 
Irishmen  keeping  up  a  nominal  residence,  either  by  keeping  a  room,  or  leaving 
their  wives  behind  them  when  they  go  out  of  the  parish,  for  the  purpose  of  pre- 
serving their  status  of  irremovability  ? — I  do  not  know  of  my  own  knowledge  of 
any  such  case.     I  should  say  that  in  my  district  the  Irish  are  comparatively  few. 

284.  Chairman.]  Are  you  aware  that  this  Act  has  any  efiect  whatever  upon 
English  labourers  in  inducing  them  either  to  go  to  any  place,  or  remain  in  any 
particular  parish  for  that  time ;  have  you  made  any  calculation  with  a  view  to  the 
effect  of  this  law  upon  them  ? — I  should  think  that  when  a  person  emigrated  from 
one  union  to  another  he  very  seldom  took  that  into  account. 

285.  Mr.  Ayrton.]  The  question  is,  whether  you  think  it  induces  a  man  to 
struggle  on  to  remain  in  the  parish,  so  as  to  acquire  the  status  of  irremovability, 
although  he  may  not  have  suflScient  work,  rather  than  go  into  a  parish  in  the 
neio;hbourhood  where  he  might  get  bettor  employment  ? — In  some  cases  it  would, 
I  dare  say,  particularly  towards  the  end  of  the  term. 

286.  Chairman!]  Have  you  found,  generally  speaking,  that  the  poor  who  are 
unsettled  in  a  place  are  more  prudent  and  better  conducted  than  those  that  are  ? 
— No ;  I  have  not  found  that  to  be  the  case. 

287.  Id  it  not  the  fact,  that  when  they  are  under  the  apprehension  of  being 
removed,  they  seek  more  diligently  to  get  work  than  when  they  have  the  right 
to  become  chargeablq  by  remaining  there  the  full  time  ?— .1  dare  say  that  that 
wpuld  be  the  case  with  some. 

288.  Do  you  yourself  attach  much  importance  to  the  power  of  removing 
paupers  to  their  places  of  settlement  elsewhere? — With  regard  to  removing 
paupers,  I  attach  importance  as  regards  the  paupers  themselves ;  I  think  that 
the  law  which  has  created  their  status  of  irremovability  has  been  beneficial  and 
favourable  to  the  poor ;  it  has  been  beneficial  in  this  way,  that  they  have  gone  to 
reside  in  towns  and  other  places,  distinct  from  the  parishes  in  which  they  were 
originally  settled,  and  have  spent  in  many  instances  the  best  part  of  their  lives 
there ;  their  families  have  settled  there,  and  all  their  connexions  and  friends  are 
there. 

289.  You  have  stated  that  you  do  not  think  they  go  away  from  the  place  of 
their  settlement  to  a  distant  place  from  the  knowledge,  that  if  they  reside  at 
this  distant  place  five  years  they  will  not  be  removed  again  ? — ^As  regards  the 
English,  I  do  not  think  they  take  that  much  into  account. 

.  290.  But  they  do  feel  the  hardship  of  being  removed  when  they  have  esta- 
blished a  connexion  in  a  particular  place  in  which  they  have  spent  the  best  part 
of  their  lives  ?— 7Yes. 

291.  Mr.  Ayrton.]  Does  the  threat  of  removal  tend  to  keep  people  off  the 
rates? — Yes,  in  some  instances  it  does,  no  doubt. 

292.  Have  you  any  knowledge  or  experience  of  the  insufficiency  of  the  power 
of  removing  pauper  people  to  a  distant  part  of  the  country  in  disposing  them  to 
apply  for  relief  at  all  ?-^The  removals  are  very  few,  comparatively  speaking,  in 
my  district. 

293.  I  am  speaking,  not  of  the  removal  itself,  but  of  the  threat  of  removal ;  do 
you  think  that  indisposes  people  to  apply  for  relief,  and  compels  them  to  exert 
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themselves  to  a  much  greater  extent  to  find  a  maintenance  fcr  themselves  ? — I  Mr.  John  LamUft 
should  say  it  did.  - 

294.  Chairman.']    Then  there  is  that  advantage  of  retaining   the  power  of      sJuaeiSfio. 
removal  ? — ^There  is  that  advantage. 

295.  You  consider  it  has  a  useftil  influence  on  the  habits  of  the  poor? — ^Yes; 
retaining  the  power  of  removal  is  retaining  also  the  law  of  settlement,  and  so  con- 
tinuing a  parochial  interest  in  a  large  number  of  paupers,  which  I  consider  to  be 
of  considerable  importance. 

296.  You  consider  the  parochial  interest  in  keeping  down  pauperism,  as  it  is 
termed,  to  operate  in  various  ways,  some  detrimental  and  some  beneficial? — 
Exactly. 

297.  It  may  induce  the  parish  to  give  them  work  with  the  view  of  benefiting 
them,  and  in  another  respect  it  may  induce  the  parochial  oflScers  to  shufiBe  off  the 
parties  in  any  manner  they  think  fit,  without  any  reference  to  the  well-being  of 
the  pauper  ? — It  may,  certainly. 

298.  Sir  W.  Miles.]  Which  is  the  principle  which  you  think  is  carried  to  the 
greatest  excess  of  those  two  r — I  find,  as  a  rule,  that  the  cases  of  those  paupers  who 
are  settled  in  parishes  are  better  investigated  than  the  cases  of  those  paupers  who 
are  chargeable  on  the  common  fund. 

299.  They  are,  generally  speaking,  better  treated  ? — The  cases  in  the  first  in- 
stance are  more  thoroughly  investigated ;  and  if  they  are  found  deserving  persons, 
I  should  say  they  are  better  treated. 

300.  Chairman.]  Is  not  the  case  more  carefully  investigated  from  a  fear  of 
being  imposed  upon  ? — That  is  one  feeling. 

30 1 .  Where  they  are  not  so  carefully  investigated  there  is  a  feeling  that  it  is 
chargeable  upon  the  common  fund  ? — Yes. 

302.  With  respect  to  irremovability,  has  it  all  the  same  incidents  of  settlement, 
for  instance,  does  a  man's  wife  become  irremovable  as  long  as  he  is  ? — As  long  as 
a  man  is  irremovable,  his  wife  is  irremovable,  and  so  with  regard  to  his  children. 

303.  If  the  parents  are  dead,  what  becomes  of  the  orphan  children  ? — It  is  a 
case  of  great  hardship  with  regard  to  orphan  children  ;  if  a  man  dies  leaving,  say  six 
orphan  children,  the  father  having  acquired  a  status  of  irremovability  himself,  all 
the  children  who  are  under  the  age  of  five  years,  according  to  the  present  law, 
would  be  removable  to  the  place  of  the  father's  settlement,  and  all  those  who  are 
above  five  years,  would,  from  having  resided  themselves  five  years  in  the  pai'ish, 
have  acquired  the  status  of  irremovability,  and  could  not  be  removed,  and  so  the  - 
family  would  be  separated. 

304.  Mr.  Barrow.]  Would  that  apply  if  the  widow  were  living:— No. 

305.  Chairman,]  The  widow  is  entitled  to  remain  : — Yes. 

306.  And  the  children  would  remain  with  her? — Yes. 

307.  Do  you  say  that  an  orphan  family  might  be  separated  in  that  way,  that 
those  who  were  above  five  years  of  age  would  not  be  removed,  but  that  those  who 
were  under  five  would  be  removed? — Those  above  five  could  not  be  removed, 
because  they  have  acquired  the  status  of  irremovability. 

308.  What  is  the  fact  with  regard  to  those  children  who  are  under  five  ? — ^They 
are  liable  to  be  removed  to  the  place  of  the  father's  settlement,  if  it  could  be 
discovered. 

309.  Could  an  infant  be  taken  from  the  mother? — The  case  put  is  where  the 
mother  is  dead. 

310.  Mr.  Maguire.]  Does  that  apply  equally  to  children  born  of  Irish  parents 
as  to  children  born  of  English  parents  ? — To  both  equally. 

311.  Sir  "RT.  Miles.]  Then  in  any  alteration  of  the  law  you  would  recommend 
that  that  part  of  it  which  sends  orphans  back  to  the  place  of  the  father's  settle- 
ment should  be  repealed,  would  you  not  ? — Certainly. 

312.  Sir  E.  Grogan'j  You  think  the  provisions  with  regard  to  retaining  the 
power  of  removal  have  a  beneficial  effect  ? — I  think  they  have. 

313.  Would  not  that  advantage,  as  regards  the  paupers,  be  still  greater  if  the 
five  years'  residence  were  reduced  to  three  years? — I  think  it  would. 

3 1 4.  You  would  have  the  same  beneficial  effect  as  regards  the  poor  by  the 
reduction  of  the  time  ? — I  think  you  would. 

315.  Having  regard  to  the  extension  of  the  sphere  in  which  he  is  able  to  obtain 
employment,  instead  of  being  continually  resident  in  the  parish,  if  he  could  have  a 
residence  in  the  union,  would  that  in  all  probability  tend  to  prevent  that  man 
becoming  chargeable  to  the  rates  ? — ^Yes ;  I  should  say  so. 

0.95.  C  316.  He 
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Hit.  John  Lambert.       31 6,  He  would  have  a  larger  selection  of  the  means  of  obtaining  employment? 

^      —Yes. 

5  Jfnae  i860.  317.  I  believe  you  have  stated  that  in  the  parishes  immediately  under  your 

supervision  there  were  very  few  removals  ?  — Very  few. 

318.  Has  it  come  within  your  knowledge  that  where  the  removals  are  more 
general,  there  is  considerable  expense  attending  the  removal,  through  litigation 
between  the  parishes? — There  is  not  much  litigation  now. 

319.  How  do  you  define  the  word  "  now"  ? — Within  the  last  few  years. 

320.  Was  there  much  litigation  previously  to  that  time? — 1  have  not  any  table 
showing  the  diminution,  but  it  has  been  very  considerable. 

321.  Formerly,  those  expenses  were  very  considerable  ? — They  were. 

322.  Consequently,  the  charges  which  you  have  given  for  the  irremovable 
poor  ought  to  be  reduced  by  the  cessation  of  litigation  ? — I  attribute  the  cessa- 
tion of  litigation  to  the  circumstance  that  they  have  acquired  the  status  of  irre- 
movability. 

323.  Previously  to  acquiring  the  status  of  immovability,  they  are  liable  to  be 
removed?— Yes. 

324.  The  parishes  to  which  it  was  proposed  they  should  be  removed  would 
object  to  the  removal  ? — Yes. 

32.5.  Previously  there  were  lawsuits  ? — Yes. 

326.  Then  the  irremovability,  you  say,  put  an  end  to  those  lawsuits  ? — Very 
much,  indeed. 

327.  You  stated  that  1,367  i.  was  the  average  cost  of  three  years  of  the  irre- 
movable poor  of  Derby ;  is  it  quite  right  to  say  that  that  is  the  whole  charge  of 
the  irremovable  poor,  when  a  certain  amount  of  that  must  have  gone  in  law 
expenses,  if  the  removal  Act  had  not  been  passed  ? — The  law  expenses  would  have 
been  in  addition ;  the  figures  that  I  have  given  you  are  the  actual  cost  of  the  main- 
tenance of  the  poor. 

328.  Then  the  law  expenses  for  the  removal  of  those  who  are  now  irremovable 
p<3or  to  their  rei^pective  parishes  would  have  been  a  considerable  item  of  increase  ? 
— Yes,  it  would  have  been  an  increase. 

329.  Then  you  ought  to  reduce  the  expense  of  the  irremovable  poor  by  the 
amount  of  litigation  connected  with  those  removals  ? — Yes. 

330.  Can  you  give  any  estimate  of  what  that  might  approach  to  ? — That  is 
impoesible  to  say,  because  it  would  be  necessary  to  take  every  individual  case. 

331.  Would  it  be  one-fourth  or  one-third  ? — I  cannot  give  any  opinion. 

332.  It  would  be  a  very  considerable  diminution  ? — It  would  be  some. 

333.  Mr.  Barrow.']  In  very  many  unions,  would  the  per-centage  of  the  law 
charges  consequent  on  the  removals  exceed  one  farthing  in  the  pound  ? — They  are 
merely  nominal  at  the  present  time, 

334.  Chairman,]  They  are  referred  to  the  Poor  Law  Board  now,  instead  of  to 
Quarter  Sessions  ? — ^They  have  the  power  to  do  5^0. 

335.  What  becomes  of  the  pauper  if,  after  five  years,  he  goes  out  of  his  parish  ; 
must  he  always  ren^ain  there  to  continue  his  irremovability ;  is  the  pauper  obliged 
to  live  in  one  parisli ;  if  he  changes  his  parish  after  five  years,  does  he  lose  his 
status  ? — ^Yes. 

336.  Su*  E.  Grogan.]  He  would  lose  his  irremovability  in  the  first  parish  ? — 
Altogether. 

337.  Mr.  H.  Herbert.]  Have  you  ever  heard  it  proposed  that  the  pauper,  under 
those  circumstances,  should  retain  his  irremovability  in  that  parish  until  he  acquired  * 
one  in  another? — 1  do  not  think  I  have. 

338.  Do  you  think  that  that  would  be  any  mitigation  of  the  hardship  which  is 
at  present  complained  of? — If  a  man  has  resided  five  years  in  a  parish,  and  he 
leaves  that  parish  for  another,  he  loses  it  now. 

339.  Have  you  ever  heard  it  proposed  that  he  should  retain  the  status  of  irre-^ 
movability  in  the  parish  in  which  he  acquired  it,  until  he  acquired  another  status 
of  irremovability  in  another  parish  r — No,  I  have  not. 

340.  Do  you  think  that  if  that  were  done  that  that  would  mitigate  the  hardship 
•    complained  of  now? — I  should  like  to  understand  what  is  meant  by  having  to  te 

removed  back  again  to  that  parish. 

341.  You  give  him  a  settlement  in  that  parish  instead  of  irremovability  ? — It 
would  be  another  element  in  the  law  of  settlement,  and  so  far,  perhaps,  it  would  be 
an  increase  of  litigation. 

342.    Chairman.] 
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342.  Chairman.']  He  need  not  lose  Lis  original  place  of  settlement  by  the  Mr,  John  LamSmi^ 
creation  of  the  irremovability  ? — Not  at  all.  

343.  Mr.  AyrtmiJ\  Do  you   see   any  objection  to  abolishing   the    power   of       5  June  i860, 
removal  if  the  area  of  charge  is  enlarged  ? — Yes. 

344.  What  is  that  objection?— I  presume,  by  abolishing  the  power  of  removal 
you  mean  abolishing  the  law  of  settlement. 

345.  I  said,  abolishing  the  power  of  removal  r — Where  is  he  to  be  charged  ? 

346.  As  he  is  now  in  Ireland;  wherever  he  falls  chargeable? — The  objection 
to  that  is,  that  it  would  probably  lead  to  vagrancy. 

347.  Is  that  your  only  objection  to  it  ? — Supposing  the  law  were  so,  I  think 
that  is  the  chief  objection. 

348.  In  what  way  do  you  think  it  would  lead  to  vagrancy  ? — ^A  man  would 
then  go  to  any  place  where  he  felt  disposed,  from  any  whim  or  caprice.  There  are 
many  towns  where  there  are  a  large  number  of  charities,  which  would  furnish  a 
great  attraction  to  some  persons  to  go  to  those  towns. 

349.  Supposing  he  did  not  benefit  by  those  charities  ? — Then  he  would  not  get 
any  advantage;  but  still  he  would  contemplate  it,  and  that  would  be  an  induce- 
ment for  him  to  go  to  that  particular  place. 

350.  Do  I  understand  you  to  mean  by  vagrancy  that  it  would  give  facilities  to 
people  to  go  wandering  about  the  country  ? — A  number  of  persons,  I  think,  would 
be  induced,  without  well  considering  the  matter,  to  go  from  one  place  to 
another. 

351 .  What  would  they  go  for  ? — They  might  go  from  a  caprice,  or  sometimes  to 
endeavour  to  find  work. 

352.  Do  you  consider  that  vagrancy: — Not  technically. 

353.  Then  how  is  it  to  encourage  vagrancy  r — It  is  an  encouragement  to  move 
to  a  particular  place,  and  then  they  would  be  entitled  to  relief  in  that  place  with- 
out any  further  trouble. 

354.  Do  you  not  think  that  the  same  motive  would  induce  men  to  go  and  get 
work? — No  doubt. 

355-  Would  not  that  prevent  vagrancy ;  would  not  people  go  where  there  was 
work  to  be  got  ? — They  would  go  where  there  was  work,  and  where  there  were 
those  advantages  which  they  hope  to  get. 

356.  Putting  aside  altogether  the  question  of  charity,  would  the  result  in  your 
opinion  be  to  abolish  altogether  the  power  of  removal  ? — ^The  persons  would 
remove  from  one  place  to  another  much  more  freely  than  they  do  now,  with  less 
hesitation,  and  without  fully  considering  whether  they  can  get  sufficient  amount 
of  work,  or  whether  there  is  any  reasonable  inducement  to  continue  where  they 
are. 

357.  Why  should  a  man  incur  the  expense  of  a  journey  which  he  would  have 
to  pay  without  considering  whether  he  should  get  work ;  would  it  not  be  just 
the  contrary,  that  if  he  could  make  the  journey  that  he  would  consider  what  the 
object  of  the  journey  was?— Yes;  but  he  would  consider  it  more  now 
probably  than  he  would  then. 

358.  Is  that  your  only  objection  to  abolishing  the  law  of  removal  ?— No ;  I 
have  other  objections.  I  do  not  think  the  poor  would  be  so  carefiilly  attended  to 
as  they  are  now. 

359.  Chairman.']  That  is  consistent  with  the  answer  which  you  have  already 
given,  that  the  guardians  investigate  the  cases  more  closely  when  they  have  a  per- 
sonal liability  for  their  support? — Precisely;  there  is  no  question  more  com- 
monly put  by  individual  guardians  at  their  meetings  than  this,  "  Is  this  a  common 
fund  case  or  not  ? " 

360.  Mr.  Jyrton.]  What  is  the  result  of  their  making  that  inquiry? — That 
the  eonoimon  fund  case  is  passed  over  more  easily  than  other  cases. 

361 .  Do  you  mean  that  they  are  more  easily  disposed  to  relieve  paupers  if  it  is 
a  common  fund  case  than  if  it  is  a  parochial  case  r — They  are  leas  di^osed  to 
investigate  the  case. 

362.  But  more  disposed  to  relieve  the  pauper? — They  are  more  disposed  to 
relieve  the  pauper  without  investigation,  they  are  less  disposed  to  investigate  the 
case. 

363.  The  paupers  would  be  less  carefully  looked  after  if  they  were  at  liberty 
to  move  about  than  they  are  at  present ;  do  you  mean  by  that  that  there  would 
W  tess  mvestigation  into  the  grounds  on  which  they  were  to  be  relieved  ? — ^Yes,  I 
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Mr.  John  Lambert,  should  say  that  in  many  parishes  it  is  the  custom  for  the  parish  meetings  to  inves- 

tigate  the  pauper  cases  before  the  meeting  of  the  guardians. 

5  June  i860.  364.  How  does  this  investigation  prevent  the  pauper  being  chargeable  upon 

the  poor  rates  ? — The  investigation  which  is  gone  into  then  is  to  ascertain  whether 
he  is  a  person  who  has  any  resources  of  his  own,  or  who  can  obtain  work  if  he 
chooses. 

365.  Therefore  in  the  one  case  more  stringent  tests  are  applied  than  in  the 
other? — With  the  view  of  detecting  imposition. 

366.  Is  it  your  opinion  that  the  only  mode  by  which  you  can  prevent  imposi- 
tion is  by  the  stringency  of  the  test  which  is  to  be  applied  to  the  relief? — I  think 
it  is  a  very  important  element. 

367.  Why  cannot  you  apply  the  same  stringent  test  to  an  application  for  relief 
equally,  whether  it  is  a  person  who  has  resided  three  or  four  years  in  a  parish,  as 
in  the  other  case  r — Because  in  the  latter  case,  as  I  understand,  it  would  be  a 
union  chargeability,  not  a  parochial  one.  It  would  be  chargeable  upon  the  common 
fund  of  the  union.  My  practical  experience  of  common  fund  cases,  where  they 
are  chargeable  over  a  larger  area  is,  that  they  are  not  so  closely  investigated ;  the 
guardians  generally  do  not  take  so  much  interest  as  they  do  in  those  cases  which 
are  purely  parochial  ones.  In  a  large  union,  say  70  or  80  parishes,  the  attend- 
ance of  guardians  may  be  perhaps  20,  and  of  those  20  some  few  are  regular 
attendants,  but  the  others  come  simply  because  they  have  cases  from  their  own 
parishes. 

368.  Do  you  believe  or  not  that  a  test  applied  to  a  man's  application  would 
answer  all  the  purpose  of  any  investigation,  by  making  him  undergo  a  sufficient 
amount  of  work  as  a  condition  of  relief? — There  might  be  a  test,  certainly. 

369.  Do  you  consider  that  the  workhouse  is  a  test  sufficiently  stringent  ? — It 
is  the  best  test. 

370.  Chairman.']  Do  you  think  it  practicable  ? — I  do  not  think  it  would  be  in 
all  cases.  You  may  have  so  many  cases  for  relief  that  you  could  not  avail 
yourself  of  the  workhouse  test.  I  remember  being  at  Derby  at  the  time  of  the 
distress.  There  was  a  very  large  number  of  applications.  Everybody  was 
surprised  at  the  number,  and  it  turned  out  that  these  persons  had  been  informed 
that  the  workhouse  was  full. 

371.  Mr.  Ayrton.]  In  point  of  fact,  there  the  workhouse  was  a  test  that  kept 
people  off  the  rates  ? — Yes ;  when  these  persons  were  told  that  they  could  go  into 
the  workhouse,  a  very  small  proportion  indeed  availed  themselves  of  it. 

372.  Therefore  the  result  of  that  experience  is,  that  the  workhouse  is  a  com- 
plete test  ? — Yes ;  but  if  the  workhouse  had  been  full  that  would  not  have  been 
so.  As  far  as  the  guardians  were  concerned,  it  was  perfectly  well  known  that 
the  applicants  would  not  accept  this  workhouse  test. 

373.  As  far  as  the  guardians  were  concerned  the  application  was  complied 
with  ? — The  workhouse  orders  were  given. 

374.  Therefore,  in  point  of  fact,  the  only  protection  which  those  guardians 
obtained  was  the  workhouse,  and  not  their  investigation  ? — It  was  the  work- 
house. 

375.  Have  you  known  any  case  in  which  the  workhouse  of  the  guardians  is  a 
means  by  which  you  can  prevent  a  man  receiving  relief? — Yes. 

376.  Upon  what  grounds,  if  he  chooses  to  insist  upon  it  ? — It  is  in  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  guardians  whether  they  will  give  relief  or  not ;  they  take  the 
responsibility  on  their  own  shoulders.  The  general  course  is  to  apply  the  work- 
house test. 

377.  That  is  the  mode  in  which  they  decide  the  question  generally  ? — Gene- 
rally speaking. 

378.  How  can  they  refuse  relief,  unless  they  can  put  their  hands  on  some 
specific  property  ? — They  may  do  so  by  taking  the  responsibility  on  themselves. 

379.  Chairman.^  There  are  other  tests  besides  the  workhouse;  at  Derby  there 
is  the  stone  yard  ? — No,  not  at  Derby ;  there  is  a  labour  test  at  Nottingham  out 
not  at  Derby. 

380.  Mr.  Aj/rlon,]  Practically,  in  all  cases  of  dispute,  is  it  not  the  custom  for 
the  guardians  to  tender  the  test  of  the  stone  yard  or  the  workhouse  ? — Yes,  when 
they  have  investigated  the  case.  If  upon  going  through  the  case,  they  find  there 
are  suspicious  circumstances,  then  he  would  be  offered  the  workhouse.  I  am 
speaking  of  the  relief  of  the  poor  who  are  not  able-bodied.     In  those  instances, 
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however,  sometimes  a  proper  investigation  does  not  take  place ;  there  may  be  Mr.  John  Lambert. 

only  a  few  guardians  present.      If  common  fund  cases,  they  are  often  taken       

towards  the  close  of  the  proceedings,  and  they  are  not  so  thoroughly  gone  into  or     5  June  i860, 
investigated  as  other  cases. 

381.  Suppose  that  the  number  of  these  cases  became  much  greater,  would  it 
not  be  necessary  for  the  Board  of  Guardians  to  address  themselves  to  these  cases, 
with  as  much  care  and  consideration  as  others,  and  would  they  not  do  so,  in 
point  of  fact  ? — I  should  say  not.  If  they  were  to  have  to  deal  with  the  common 
fund  of  the  union,  I  do  not  think  they  would.  You  would  not  get  guardians  to 
attend  the  meeting. 

382.  Chairman  J]  Do  you  not  think  that  if  their  properties  were  rated  for  that 
fund  that  they  would  be  much  more  vigilant  than  before  r — I  think,  by  retain- 
ing the  present  law  of  settlement,  you  would  still  keep  up  the  parochial  interest, 
as  regards  all  those  paupers  who  are  chargeable  on  the  parishes,  amongst  the 
guardians  representing  those  parishes ;  at  the  same  time,  if  you  extend  the  common 
fund  to  the  rateable  value  of  the  property  in  the  union,  you  would  extend  the 
interest,  particularly  in  the  smaller  parishes,  of  those  guardians  who  now  do  not 
come  near  the  Board. 

383.  I  suppose  they  do  not  come  near  the  Board  unless  they  have  nites  to 
pay  ? — No,  if  they  have  not. 

384.  You  think,  if  property  was  rated,  generally,  for  the  support  of  the  common 
charges,  that  these  guardians  would  become  more  vigilant  ? — I  think  they  would 
from  the  smaller  parishes. 

385.  Sir  W.  Miles.']  1  understand  from  the  whole  tenor  of  the  last  part  of 
your  examination,  you  conceive,  that  the  less  investigation  there  is  into  the  cases 
of  the  paupers,  the  greater  would  be  the  number  of  paupers  ? — Unquestionably. 

386.  Mr.  Barrow.]  You  think  the  encouragement  of  vagrancy,  in  towns  where 
there  are  charities,  tends  very  much  to  injure  the  condition  of  the  paupers  them- 
selves ? — Where  they  go  for  the  mere  purpose  of  trying  to  obtain  the  benefit  of  the 
charities,  unquestionably  it  does. 

387.  Are  there  not  a  number  of  charities  in  Salisbury  ? — Tliere  area  number  of 
municipal  charities. 

388.  Mr.  Jyrton]  And  those  charities  would  not  be  applicable  for  the  paupers  ? 
— Quite  so ;  but  there  is  a  quantity  of  bread  given  away,  and  sometimes  clothing, 
and  various  charities  of  that  kind  which  they  might  contemplate  having  the 
benefit  of. 

389.  Those  charities  need  noi  be  applicable  to  persons  who  are  not  permanent 
inhabitants  of  the  place  r — ^They  need  not. 

390.  Chairman.]  You  rely  upon  such  tests,  as  you  have  been  mentioning  lately, 
to  check  vagrancy  ? — Certainly,  I  do. 

391.  A  vagrant  applying  does  not  get  relief  without  work  ?— A  vagrant  gets  a 
night's  lodging. 

392.  I  am  referring  to  the  case  of  the  casual  poor ;  they  do  not  enter  into  their 
history ;  they  allege  that  they  are  destitute,  and  they  apply  for  relief? — That  is  so. 

393.  I  presume  there  are  some  tests  provided,  such  as  the  workhouse,  for 
instance  ? — If  he  is  an  able-bodied  man,  he  is  offered  the  workhouse  ;  in  most 
workhouses  the  able-bodied  man  has  to  break  stones,  or  pick  oakum. 

394.  Is  not  a  man  obliged  to  do  some  work  which  is  rather  irksome,  while  he 
is  there  ? — Sometimes  it  is  required  from  him,  and  sometimes  not.  As  regards 
the  mere  vagrant,  if  he  stays,  and  has  his  breakfast,  there  is  generally  a  test ;  but 
if  he  only  has  his  bed,  it  is  very  seldom  that  there  is  any  work  got  from  him. 

395.  I  believe  they  are  well  acquainted  with  those  places  where  the  test  is 
applied  ? — Yes. 

396.  Sir  E.  Grogan.]  You  mentioned  a  case  of  great  hardship,  where  a  person, 
after  residing  1 2  years  in  a  particular  parish,  was  induced  to  go  into  an  adjoining 
parish,  where  she  was  liable  to  be  removed,  and  was  removed  ? — Yes. 

397.  Has  any  number  of  those  cases  occurred  within  your  experience? — No. 

398.  What  objection  do  you  see  to  giving  persons,  who  have  resided  for  so 
many  years  in  a  particular  parish,  instead  of  irremovability,  as  is  now  the  law,  a 
gua^i  settlement,  because  then,  they  would  receive  more  attention  and  care  from 
the  Board  of  Guardians ;  has  that  matter  ever  come  under  your  consideration  ? — 
That  was  the  case  before  Mr.  Bodkin's  Act  was  passed ;  the  person  was  chargeable 
to  the  parish  in  which  he  acquired  his  status  of  iiremovability  j  that  was  con- 
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Mr.  John  Lambert,  sidered  so  oppressive  to  tbc  populous  parishes,  that  Mr.  Bodkin's  Act  was  passed, 

by  which  the  charge  was  thrown  on  the  common  fund. 

5  June  i860.  '  399.  Tlie  result  of  that  charge  being  thrown  on  the  common  fund  is,  as  you 
describe  it,  that  several  guardians  do  not  attend,  or  investigate  the  cases  of  that 
common  fund  at  all  ? — They  do  not. 

400.  Is  the  practical  result  that  Mr.  Bodkin  s  Act  has  worked  beneficially,  or 
otherwise,  in  your  opinion,  as  regards  the  pauper? — I  think  it  has  unquestionably; 
and  it  has  also  acted  beneficially  towards  those  parishes,  from  which  the  paupers 
have  gone,  which  would  be  rural  parishes. 

40 1 .  How  has  it  worked  as  regards  the  ratepayers  of  the  parish  from  which 
the  pauper  is  removed;  has  it  worked  beneficially,  or  otherwise? — It  has  worked 
beneficially  to  the  pauper,  and  those  parishes  also ;  because,  instead  of  having 
ttiese  persons  sent  back  to  reside  there,  the  parishes  have  been  reheved  from  the 
payment  altogether. 

402.  Is  it  an  objection  that  one  parish  is  relieved  from  the  payment,  and  that 
the  payment  is  thrown  on  another  parish?— It  is  benefilcial  in  the  case  of  the 
rural  parishes,  from  which  parishes  these  poor  have  travelled  to  the  towns. 

403.  Mr.  Tollemache.']  I  think  you  have  stated  that  there  are  61  unions  in 
your  district  ? — There  are. 

404.  In  how  many  unions  have  the  guardians  expressed  a  desire  for  a  change 
of  the  law,  as  regards  the  common  fund  ? — I  am  not  prepared  to  say ;  there  have 
been  resolutions  in  other  places  than  those  I  have  named. 

405.  What  is  the  opinion,  generally  speaking,  among  the  unions  in  your  district ; 
are  they  in  favour  of  an  alteration  of  the  law,  as  regards  the  common  fund,  or  not? 
—  I  think  they  are  generally  favourable  to  that  view. 

406.  Do  they  believe  that  the  law,  as  it  stands  now,  works  unfavourably?-^ 
Yes ;  because  they  believe  that  it  is  oppressive  on  the  populous  parishes. 

407.  Is  that  feeling  on  the  increase  ?— Yes. 

408.  I  gather  from  you,  that  you  are  not  in  favour  of  going  the  length  of  union- 
rating  and  union -settlement  at  present  ? — I  am  not. 

409.  You  are  in  favour  of  an  alteration  of  the  law,  as  regards  the  common 

fund  ? — I  am.  j.  u 

410.  So  as  to  make  the  common  fund  to  be  raised  in  future  accordmg  to  the 
rateable  value  of  the  difi'erent  parishes  in  the  union,  and  not  according  to  their 
averages  as  at  present  ?— Yes ;  at  the  same  time  I  am  in  favour  of  shortemng  the 
period  during  which  the  status  of  irremovability  is  to  be  acquired. 

411.  In  fact,  you  are  in  favour  of  an  alteration  as  regards  the  raising  of  the 
union  fund,  and  you  are  also  in  favour  of  the  irremovability  being  extended  to  the 
unions,  and  not  simply  confined  to  the  parishes  or  townships : — I  am. 

412.  You  are  also  in  favour  of  the  charge  for  all  lunatics  bemg  thrown  on  the 
common  fund? — lam. 

413.  Mr.  Maguire.']  What  is  the  utmost  length  you  would  go  to  shorten  the 
period  during  which  a  })erson  might  acquire  the  status  of  irremovability  ?— I  am 
disposed  to  say  three  years.  . 

414.  On  consideration,  would  you  not  say  even  a  shorter  time,  and  fix  upon  two 
years;  why  do  you  fix  upon  three  years?—!  find  that  the  great  bulk  of  the  remo- 
vals take  place  prior  to  three  years. 

415.  You  are  in  favour,  I  suppose,  of  the  free  circulation  of  labour,  are  you 

not  ? — Yes,  I  am.  «  ^ 

416.  Then  you  are  clearly  of  opinion  that  the  present  term  of  five  years  pre- 
vents that  free  circulation  of  labour  ?-lt  has  some  effect,  unquestionably. 

417.  I  will  put  you  a  case;  supposing  a  large  number  of  persons  liable  to 
removal,  being  in  a  parish  where  the  plan  is  to  remove  whenever  they  can ;  do 
you  not  think  that  they  are  prevented  from  seeking  relief,  or  prevented  from 
going  to  another  parish,  where  they  might  find  employment  for  their  labour  /  - 

Ti^8^  Would  not  a  very  large  number  of  persons  be  afraid  to  break  their  resi- 
dence, and  so  not  seek  employment  elsewhere,  even  although  they  might  procure 
it  ?~I  think  that  would  depend  upon  certain  conditions.  If  he  were  an  able 
bodied  nmn,  in  good  health,  I  do  not  think  that  that  consideration  would  operate  to 
any  very  great  Extent ;  but  if  he  were  a  man  advanced  in  years  it  certainly  mi^ht, 
419.  Is  your  experience  limited  to  those  parishes  which  j^uhave  menUonedj^^ 
It  is  limited  to  those  unions  which  are  comprised  in  the  entire  district  m  which  I 
am  residing.  ^^^    .^.^^^^ 
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420.  Those  are   mostly  agricultural? — They  are  mostly  agricultural,  except  Mr.  John  Lambert, 
those  four  places  which  I  have  mentioned.  

421.  Does  your  experience  at  all  embrace  towns,  in  which  large  bodies  of  me-      5  June  i860, 
chanics  and  working  people  live  ? — I  have  had  experience  of  Nottingham. 

422.  Do  you  find  that  a  number  of  persons  are  prevented,  by  the  present  law, 
from  leaving  Nottingham,  and  going  elsewhere  ? — No,  I  do  not  know,  as  a  matter 
of  fact,  that  they  are. 

423.  Did  you  make  it  an  object  of  your  inquiry,  to  know  whether  the  law  acted 
prejudicially,  and  prevented  the  free  circulation  of  labour  ? — With  regard  to 
Nottingham  there  is  generally  a  sufficient  supply  of  labour.  In  periods  of  distress 
there  is  an  excess,  of  course. 

424.  If  there  were  a  perfect  freedom  of  circulation  of  labour,  would  you  not 
find  that  if  there  was  a  dearth  of  employment  in  certain  places,  that  a  number  of 
people,  who  could  not  there  find  employment,  would  go  elsewhere  to  places 
where  they  would  certainly  find  it  ? — Yes. 

425.  Would  not  that  be  a  national  benefit,  as  well  as  a  boon  to  the  poor?  — 
Certainly.  I  think  where  you  find  that  there  is  a  demand  for  labour,  with  the 
facilities  which  are  offered  by  railway  communication,  that  that  demand  is  pretty 
generally  supplied. 

426.  How  can  the  facilities  of  railway  communication  affect  a  man  who  is  afraid 
that  he  will  lose  his  quasi  settlement? — I  should  say  it  does  not  affect  the  man 
who  has  a  great  fear  of  that ;  but  the  great  number  of  men,  who  go  to  these 
places  where  there  are  extensive  works,  are  not  so  interested. 

427.  Suppose  a  man  hesitates  to  leave  a  parish,  where  the  custom  is  to  remove 
whenever  they  can,  is  he  not  very  much  impressed  with  the  idea  of  losing  this 
protection  of  the  law  ? — As  I  said  before,  I  dare  say  many  are,  such  as  old  men, 
or  men  in  bad  health ;  but  if  he  were  a  healthy,  robust  man,  it  would  not  have 
the  slightest  influence  upon  him. 

428.  Do  you  think  any  practical  evil  could  arise  from  diminishing  the  period, 
during  which  a  person  might  acquire  the  status  of  non-removability,  to  two 
years  ? — ►No ;  I  should  see  no  gi*eat  objection  to  limiting  it  to  two  years. 

429.  Do  you  not  think  if  it  were  limited  to  two  years,  that  it  would  be  a  great 
inducement  for  a  man,  if  he  did  go  to  another  parish,  to  labour  honestly  there,  in 
order  to  acquire  it? — It  is  supposed  that  this  status  of  irremovability  is  a  very 
great  boon.  Some  persons  may  so  consider  it  at  the  present  time,  but  I  do  not 
think  it  is  considered,  by  the  persons  who  move  about,  to  be  a  very  great  boon. 

430.  Is  there  that  freedom  of  circulation  which  you  are  of  opinion,  for  the 
general  welfare  and  benefit  of  the  country,  should  exist?— I  believe  there  is  very 
great  freedom  of  circulation  of  labour  at  the  present  time. 

431.  Is  there  not  considerable  obstruction  besides? — There  is  the  one  you  have 
alluded  to. 

452.  Have  you  a  knowledge  of  this ;  that  it  weighs  so  strongly  on  the  minds 
of  people  in  certain  parishes,  that  when  there  is  a  dearth  of  employment  in  those 
parishes  the  people  fall  entirely  on  the  poor-rates,  and  persons  interested  in  the 
welfare  of  the  parish,  really  do  not  know  what  will  be  the  result  of  it? — I  have 
heard  it  stated  that  there  are  instances  of  that  kind,  but  they*  have  not  come 
within  my  experience. 

433.  Hive  you  heard  of  cases  that  have  occurred  of  this  kind  within  your 
experience ;  that  there  were  means  of  employment  for  a  very  large  population, 
and  when  those  fall  off,  the  bulk  of  the  poorer  population  fall  entirely  on  the  rates, 
and,  in  effect,  consume  the  property  of  the  parish  or  district  ? — I  have  knowni 
during  times  of  distress,  a  large  number  of  persons  have  been  thrown  out  of 
employment,  and  they  have  had  the  labour  test  applied,  but  the  great  bulk  of 
those  persons  have  been  under  the  belief  that  their  labour  would  be  very  soon 
resumed. 

434.  Suppose  the  dearth  of  employment  does  not  depend  entirely  on  the  fluc- 
tuations of  trade,  but  depends  upon  the  changes  of  the  season,  such  as  brick 
making,  market  gardening,  or  other  out-door  employments;  is  it  not  a  great  evil 
to  parishes  to  have  a  number  of  idle  people  living  on  them,  and  would  it  not  be 
an  advantage  that  those  people  should  be  able  to  look  for  employment  elsewhere? 
— It  would  be  an  advantage. 

435-  Would  it  not  be  an  advantage,  not  only  to  the  poor  themselves,  but  to 
the  parishes  ? — It  would  be  of  advantage  to  those  particular  parishes. 

436.  Does  not  the  same  thing  apply  to  the  manufacturing  districts,  where  some- 
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'Mr.  John  Lambert,  times  there  is  a  cessation  of  demand  for  one  particular  article,  from  a  change  of 

fashion,  or  the  closing  up  of  a  foreign  market  ? — ^Yes. 

5  June  i860.  ^^27.  Would  it  not  be  a  great  advantage  for  a  district  so  circumstanced,  that  its 

poor  should  be  able  to  go  elsewhere  and  seek  for  employment  ? — Certainly. 

438.  Does  not  the  present  law  rather  act  against  that?— It  does,  to  some 
extent. 

439.  You  would  remove  that  restriction  would  you  not,  as  much  as  you  con- 
sistently could  ?. — Yes. 

440.  Would  you  not  diminish  the  period  during  which  persons  might  acquire 
residence  to  two  years  ? — I  see  no  great  objection  to  reducing  it  to  two  years.  I  find 
in  the  same  table  to  which  I  have  already  refeiTod,  that  there  are  a  large  number 
of  removals  within  two  years. 

441 .  Do  you  mean  to  impress  on  the  Committee  the  belief  that  a  large  number 
of  persons  are  not  removed  who  have  been  three  years,  four  years,  or  even  four 
and  a  half  years  in  a  parish  ? — 1  do. 

442.  Do  you  mean  that  none  of  that  class  are  removed  ? — Yes,  scarcely  any. 

443.  Mr.  Ayrton.l  Y'ou  have  stated  that  you  think  that  if  the  law  of  removal 
were  abolished,  it  would  tend  to  promote  vagrancy ;  but  the  present  law  enables 

•  a  man  to  leave  the  parish  in  which  he  lives  and  go  to  any  other  parish,  does  it 

not  ? — Yes. 

444.  The  present  law  enables  him  to  be  taken  back  to  the  parish  from  which 
he  started,  at  the  expense  of  the  parish  where  he  happens  to  be,  does  it  not  ? 
—Yes. 

445.  Does  not,  therefore,  the  present  law  rather  tend  to  promote  vagrancy, 
because  it  enables  a  man  to  take  a  journey  at  his  own  expense,  and  to  get  back  at 
the  expense  of  his  parish  ? —  If  he  could  get  suflScient  employment  where  he  was, 
he  would  have  no  object  in  removing ;  he  must  have  had  some  motive  in  leaving, 

446.  You  state  that  if  the  law  of  removal  were  abolished,  that  it  would  make  a 
man  improvidjent  in  leaving  the  parish  where  he  lives,  because  he  can  get  back 
again  at  the  expense  of  the  parish  in  which  he  chooses  to  apply  for  relief? — If  he 
has  once  had  a  removal,  he  subjects  himself  to  the  penalties  of  the  law  if  he  goes 
again. 

447.  Those  are  penalties  against  vagrancy? — Yes. 

448.  If  he  goes  for  the  purpose  of  making  himself  chargeable  the  same  penalties 
would  remain  ? — Not  in  the  first  instance. 

449.  Ought  we  not  to  inquire  as  to  the  proper  limit  of  residence  which  will  give 
a  man  irremovability  ;  is  not  that  a  limit  which  will  prevent  the  removing  about 
of  the  poor  being  used  for  the  purpose  of  making  themselves  a  fraudulent  charge  ? 
—Yes. 

450.  Is  not  one  year  quite  sufficient  for  that  purpose  r — As  to  the  period,  it  is 
quite  a  question  of  opinion. 

45 1 .  Your  view  as  to  the  time  is,  that  it  ought  to  be  rather  as  a  test  of  the  bona 
fides  of  the  removing  of  the  poor  person  ? — As  a  test  of  the  bona  fides  of  the  person, 

and,  also,  that  the  person  should  have  gone  there,  and  have  done  a  certain  amount 
of  industrial  work. 

452.  For  that  purpose  do  you  not  consider  that  even  six  months  would  be 
sufficient  ?— I  am  not  prepared  to  say  so  low  a  period  as  six  months. 

453.  But  12  months,  in  your  opinion,  would  certainly  be  sufficieht  for  that 
purpose  ?— I  see  no  objection  to  two  years. 

4.54.  I  am  asking  you  the  question  whether  12  months  would  not  be  abundantly 
sufficient  as  a  test  of  the  bona  fides  of  a  man's  removal  from  one  place  to  another, 
with  a  view  of  obtaining  work  ? — It  might. 

4.55.  As  contradistinguished  from  vagrancy? — Yes. 

456.  Chairman.]  There  is  one  question  which  I  omitted  to  ask,  which  was, 
whether,  if  the  period  of  five  years  was  reckoned  as  being  necessary  to  confer  irre- 
movability, you  would  see  any  objection  to  that  conferring  also  a  settlement? — I 
see  the  objection  that  a  number  of  questions  of  fact  might  arise.  Besides,  after  a 
person  had  removed  from  two  places  in  which  he  had  acquired  a  status  of  irremov- 
ability, to  what  former  status  would  you  remit  him?  To  the  original  parish  in 
which  he  had  acquired  the  first  status  ? 

457.  I  presume  that  he  would  only  have  one.  But  after  he  becomes  irre- 
movable why  should  he  not  also  have  all  the  advantages  of  a  settlement,  abandon- 
ing the  ori^iinal  place  of  settlement  ? — If  it  was  a  settlement,  which  parish  would 
you  remit  him  to?     A  man  goes  from  parish  A,  where  he  has  acquired  a  five 
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years'  status  by  20  years  residence  to  parish   B,  where  he  acquires  another  five  Mr.  John  Lambert. 

years  status  by  a  much  shorter  residence,  and  then  he  goes  to  parish  C,  to  which      

parish  would  you  remove  him  ?  5  June  i860. 

458.  I  say,  wherever  he  acquires  that  status,  he  has  a  settlement ;  and  if  he 
leaves  the  settlement,  he  would  be  exactly  where  he  was  when  he  acquired  that 
settlement  ? — You  virtually  give  him  as  much  as  that  now,  because,  as  long  as  he 
remains  in  that  place,  he  is  chargeable  to  the  common  fiind,  you  cannot  remove 
him ;  therefore,  I  apprehend,  that  if  you  give  him  a  settlement  and  he  becomes 
removable,  you  must  determine  to  what  place  he  shall  be  removed  to. 

459.  I  take  it,  that  if  a  man  leaves  a  place  where  he  has  once  been  irremovable, 
he  could  go  to  that  place,  and  be  in  as  good  a  position  as  he  was  before ;  he  has 
lost  his  status,  but  if  he  acquired  a  settlement,  he  might  go  back  there.  What 
objection  is  there  to  giving  a  man  a  settlement  where  he  has  lived  five  years 
without  seeking  relief? — Where  would  you  give  it. 

460.  Wherever  he  has  acquired  five  years,  or  wherever  he  has  acquired  irre- 
movability, let  him  have  a  settlement;  and  wherever  that  irremovabilify  is 
acquired,  what  would  be  the  objection  to  his  having  all  the  advantages  of  settle- 
ment?— I  see  no  further  objection  at  this  moment. 

461.  Mr.  Barrow.']  Would  there  be  any  advantage  in  that  respect  to  a  man 
who  has  lived  20  years  in  one  place,  and  who  has  afterwards  removed  to  another, 
where  he  lives  five  years  ? — It  would  probably  be  more  advantageous  to  the  pauper 
to  go  back  to  the  place  where  he  spent  the  20  years,  it  might  be  more  congenial 
to  his  feelings  ;  but  I  see  no  other  advantage  of  settlement  in  one  or  the  other, 
whether  he  is  removed  to  the  parish  where  he  spent  five  years,  or  whether  he  is 
removed  to  the  parish  where  he  spent  20  years. 

462.  Sir  £.  GrogoJi.]  With  regard  to  stimulating  the  industry  of  the  pauper, 
by  giving  him  a  settlement  in  the  new  place  where  he  shall  have  resided  for 
five  years,  and  thereby  giving  him  an  opportunity  of  having  a  future  settlement 
by  the  extension  of  work,  or  by  any  circumstances  of  that  kind  arising,  would  not 
that  man  be  induced  to  follow  his  trade,  and  thereby  to  the  general  advantage  of 
the  community,  if  he  had  a  settlement  where  he  has  resided  for  five  years  ? — I 
think  he  would. 

463.  Would  it  not  be  a  positive  advantage  ? — Yes,  I  think  it  would. 

464.  Mr.  Knight.']  Would  there  be  any  advantage  to  the  Irish  people,  in  their 
gaining  a  settlement  after  tliree  years  residence  ? — I  think  so. 

465.  Chairman.]  You  say  it  would  be  easier  to  confer  a  settlement  after  five 
year*  than  three  years  ? — After  three  than  five. 

4(16.  Mr.  Ayrton.]  That  is  a  subject  that  does  not  much  interest  the  rural 
unions  ? — It  does  not. 

4^17.  Mr.  Knight.]  Is  it  not  very  difficult  now,  for  a  labouring  man  to  gain  a 
settlement? — ^There  are  considerable  difficulties;  he  has  his  birth  settlement. 
An  Irishman  could  scarcely  acquire  a  settlement  at  present.  The  only  thing  he 
would  acquire  would  be  the  status  of  irremovability. 

468.  Evidence  has  been  given  before  this  Committee  that  that  status  of  irre- 
movability tends  to  throw  the  Irish  population  of  the  towns  into  places  where 
they  have  acquired  their  five  years  status  of  irremovability,  and  so  they  would  not 
be  removed  ? — Yes. 

469.  They  are  in  a  most  anomalous  position  ? — Yes. 

470.  Do  you  think  that  having  acquired  the  status  of  irremovability,  that  it 
weuld  be  right  to  give  them  liberty  to  extend  their  means  of  obtaining  employ- 
ment r — I  think  so. 

47 1 .  Mr.  Ayrtcyn.']  Are  you  able  to  give  the  Committee  any  information  as  to  the 
causes  which  bring  about  poverty  and  make  people  chargeable  with  rates  ? — In 
my  district,  at  the  present  time,  there  are  very  few  able-bodied  persons  who  receive 
relief.  There  are  scarcely  any  able-bodied  persons  now  in  the  workhouses,  except 
women  with  illegitimate  children.    Old  age,  infirmity,  and  sickness  are  the  causes. 

472.  You  consider  those  to  be  the  chief  causes  ? — Old  age  and  sickness  are  the 
causes  at  the  present  time,     I  am  speaking  of  my  agricultural  unions. 

473.  With  regard  to  old  age,  does  it  result  in  your  opinion  from  the  improvi- 
dence of  the  people,  in  not  having  saved  the  means  of  subsistence  for  old  age,  or 
from  the  neglect  of  their  relations,  or  what  is  the  reason  why  these  old  people  are 
chargeable  upon  the  union  ? — They  have  generally  no  means  of  saving  for  old  age. 

474.  Why  not  ?^ — Because  their  wages  are  not  suflScient.     A  man  who  has  been 
0.95.  D  earning 
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Vb.  John  Lambert,  earning  only  9  s.,  10^.,  or  12^.  a  week  is  not  in  a  position  to  put  by  much  for  his 

old  age. 

5  June  i860.  475.  Are  we  to  understand  that  in  these  unions,  the  old  people  have  to  be 

maintained  by  the  union  ? — A  very  large  proportion  of  old  people  are  either  on 
ont-door  relief,  or  in  the  workhouse,  or  are  supported  partly  by  their  children. 

476.  Are  the  old  people  who  are  actually  supported  by  the  union^  people  who 
have  no  children  r — Yes,  none  able  to  support  them. 

477.  Then  we  may  describe  them  as  people  who  have  no  children,  and  who 
have  lived  to  an  age  when  tln-y  are  unable  to  earn  a  sufficient  livelihood  to  main* 
tain  themselves  r — Yes. 

478.  Mr.  Ma^uircl  And  some  of  them  have  children,  who  are  not  able  to 
maintain  their  parents  ? — Yes. 

479.  Mr.  Ayrion.^  These  people,  then,  are  incapacitated  by  natural  causes, 
are  they  not  ? — Yes. 

480.  Is  there  any  [)ractical  distinction  between  the  natural  cause  of  a  person 
becoming  lunatic,  and  the  case  of  a  person  unable  to  maintain  himself  through 
old  age,  and  so  being  unable  to  work  ? — Perhaps  not  as  an  abstract  principle. 

4JS  I.  Could  any  system  of  poor  laws  prevent  old  age  any  more  than  it  can  pre- 
vent lunacy  ? — Certainly  not. 

482.  'Therefore,  can  any  system  of  poor  laws  provide  for  old  age  any  more  than 
it  can  provide  for  lunacy  ? — Certainly  not. 

483.  Then  are  they  not,  as  regards  the  poor  law,  precisely  in  the  same  condi- 
tion ? — I  have  said  that  the  Legislature  has  made  a  distinction  with  regard  to 
lunatics  which  enters  into  my  view.  I  believe  a  number  of  persons  would  be 
sent  for  early  treatment  to  an  asylum  who  are  not  now  sent  until  the  case  becomes 
hopeless. 

484.  Is  it  your  opinion,  that  if  these  people  were  not  relieved  out  of  the  public 
ftind,  that  they  would  compel  the  farmers  to  pay  them  better  wages  than  they 
receive  at  present,  so  that  they  could  .provide  for  their  old  age? — If  they  were  not 
supported  from  the  common  ftind. 

485.  If  that  is  the  case,  would  they  not  exact  from  the  farmers,  or  those  who 
employ  them,  a  sufficient  remuneration  to  enable  them  to  maintain  themselves  in 
their  old  age  ? — I  do  not  know  bow  they  are  to  do  it. 

486.  Mr.  Knight.']  Is  there  not  the  distinction  between  old  people  and  lunatics, 
that  old  people,  with  a  small  amount  of  relief  from  the  union,  can  partially  main- 
tain themselves,  whereas  lunatics  can  do  nothing  whatever  for  their  support? — 
There  is  that  distinction. 

487.  An  old  man,  even  if  he  tan  do  nothing,  can  be  comfortably  kept  in  his 
son's  house,  while  a  lunatic  would  be  a  dangerous  and  diflScult  person  lo  keep 
there  ? — Yes. 

48 8.  That  is,  supposing  he  is  dangerous? — Not  only  dangerous,  but  suppose  a 
man  subject  to  melancholia,  he  is  not  a  pleasant  person  to  have  in  a  house. 

489.  Why  do  people  become  chargeable  in  consequence  of  sickness  ? — Because 
they  have  made  no  provision  to  maintain  themselves  during  their  sickness,  and 
so  are  obliged  to  apply  for  relief. 

490.  Do  \ou  consider  the  fact  of  their  being  able  to  come  on  the  public  fund 
induces  them  to  make  no  such  provision? — It  probably  does,  in  many  cases. 

49 1 .  Or  do  you  consider,  that  in  consequence  of  their  being  able  to  come  on 
the  public  fund,  that  the  farmers  pay  them  less  wages,  and  they  are  thereby  pre- 
vented from  providing  for  times  of  sickness  ? — I  am  not  prepared  to  say  that  it 
induces  the  farmers  to  pay  them  less  wages,  but  it  induces  them  frequently  to  be 
improvident. 

492.  Then  you  think  that  their  wages  could  enable  them  to  provide  for  a 
time  of  sickness,  if  they  were  not  improvident? — By  joining  a  medical  dub, 
facilities  would  often  be  affi^rded  which  would  enable  them  to  do  so. 
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Veneris,  8"  die  Junii,  1860. 


MEMBERS    PRESENT. 


Mr  Ayrton. 
Mr,  Barrow. 
Mr.  Beecroft. 
Mr.  Do(ison. 
Mr.  Knight. 
Mr.  I^ockhart. 


Mr.  Magnire. 
Sir  W.  Miles. 
Mr.  H.  Herbert. 
Sir  E  Gros^n. 
Mr.  Tolleiiiache. 
Mr.  Villiers. 


The  Right*  Honourable  C.  P.  VILLIERS,  in  the  Chair. 


Mr.  John  Lambert^  called  in ;  and  further  Examined. 

493.  Chairman.']  IS  there  anything  which  you  wish  to  add  to  your  former  yir.  JoknLamberL 

evidence? — I  wish  to  give  in  some  lists  which  I  was  directed  to  prepare,     it  is  

possible  there  may  be  some  points  in  my  evidence  which  may  require  correction ;  8  June  i860, 
if  there  are,  perhaps  the  Committee  will  allow  me  to  correct  them.     I  hand  in 

two  returns  relative  to  the  Malton  Union.  The  first,  which  is  marked  A.,  is  a  f^u/e  Appendix, 
list  of  private  rates  discovered  to  have  been  paid  in  several  parishes,  when  the 
averages  were  taken  in  1868.  The  next,  which  is  marked  B.,  is  a  list  showing 
libe  average  expenditure  of  the  several  parishes  in  hst  A.,  for  the  maintenance  of 
their  own  settled  poor,  exclusive  of  private  rates,  for  the  three  years  ending  Lady- 
day  1858. 

494.  Where  do  they  come  from? — I  have  prepared  them  myself,  from  figures 

in  my  own  possession.     I  also  hand  in  a  list,  showing  the  amount  charged  to      Vide  Appendix, 
parishes  for  pauper  lunatics  in  asylums,  charged  to  the  common  fund  of  the  union, 
for  the  half  year  ending  Michaelmas  1859. 

495.  Does  that  relate  to  the  whole  of  the  unions  in  your  district? — That  is  for 
tlje  whole  of  the  unions  in  my  district.  There  is  just  one  remark  I  wish  to  make 
with  regard  to  the  averages  of  the  Thiisk  Union.  I  find,  with  reference  to  the 
Thirsk  Union,  that  there  are  two  parishes,  Anderby  Queen  How  and  Birdforth, 
in  which  I  discovered  that  theie  were  private  rates,  in  the  latter  to  the  extent 
of  20  /.  a  year,  which  increased  the  averages  from  30  /.  to  50  /.  I  added  the  private 
rates  in  that  case,  and  the  guardians  did  not  object  to  it  afterwards,  and  the  order 
for  the  union  averages  included  that  sum.  If  those  private  rates  had  not  been 
ascertained,  one  or  two  occupiers  in  that  parish  would  have  saved,  or  put  into  their 
own  pockets,  upv\ards  of  10  /.  per  annum,  so  that  if  the  averages  had  not  been 
taken  for  eix  or  seven  years,  they  would  have  saved  60 1  or  70  L 

496.  U  ill  you  explain  on  what  authority  you  did  that? — It  has  been  the  usual 
practice,  when  rates  of  that  kind  have  been  ascertained,  to  add  them,  then  the 
averages  are  submitted  to  the  guardians,  and  if  no  objection  is  made  by  the 

guardians  to  the  averages  so  submitted,  they  are  sauctioned  by  the  Poor  Law 
oard,  who  issue  the  onier  accordingly. 

497.  Do  the  guardians  submit  to  their  being  added  to  the  averages? — They  did 
in  that  case. 

408.  Mr.  Barrow.]  You  have  power,  under  the  Act  of  Parliament,  to  inquire 
into  the  expenditure  of  all  sums  for  the  relief  of  the  poor  in  estimating  the 
avei-age? — Unquestionably. 

499.  These  are  rates  not  made  on  any  number  of  individuals  in  a  parish,  but 
rates ^nade  on  the  whole  rateable  value  of  the  property  by  private  agreement, in 
order  to  diminish  the  sums  upon  the  pubh'c  averages  ? — These  rates  are  generally 
not  made  on  the  whole  parish,  but  on  the  principal  occupiers. 

0.95.  D  2  500.  Chairman.] 
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m.JohnLamhert.      500.  Chairman.]  When  you  say  these  rates  are  made  on  the  principal  occupiers 
^^^ii^^^.      foyther."'''''  '''''  '^""  '''  ''^^P'"'^  *'  P"^   '^'^  rates  ?-No,  they  agre^ 

501.  Then  it  is  a  voluntary  contribution  on  the  part  of  the  occupiers?  — 

502.  You  allege  that  that  is  for  the  purpose  of  evading  the  law,  in  order  to 
dimmish  the  liability  of  their  parish ;  but  how  do  you  prove  that  they  have 
not  successfully  evaded  the  law  by  what  they  have  done?— I  am  unable  to 
prove  that. 

503-  But  you  considered  yourself  authorized  to  fix  the  additional  charge  upon 
them,  as  if  they  had  done  something  illegal?— Yes,  I  did. 

504.  In  the  cases  you  have  referred  to,  they  assented  to  it?— In  the  cases  I 
referred  to  they  assented  to  it. 

505.  Have  you  any  case  in  M'hich  it  has  been  disputed  ? — ^They  objected  in 
the  fiist  instance,  when  I  made  the  inquiry;  they  said  it  was  a  private  contri- 
bution amongst  themselves,  l)ut  I  told  them,  nevertheless,  I  should  add  it,  and 
it  could  be  discussed  when  it  canie  before  the  guardians.  With  regard  to  the 
parish  of  Bridlorih  the  averages  now  are  assessed  at  3  /.,  which  assessment  is 
based  upon  a  private  rale ;  but  for  that  private  rate  they  would  have  paid 
nothing. 

506.  How  do  you  mean  ^*  but  for  that  private  rate"? — Because  3/.  is  the 
assessment  on  the  private  rate.  In  the  parish  books  there  appears  to  be  no 
expenditure  whatever. 

507.  Sir  W.  Miles.']  Is  not  that  a  very  small  parish  ? — It  is  a  very  small 
parish. 

508.  How  many  inhabitants  has  it? — I  do  not  know. 

509.  What  is  the  acreage? — I  do  not  know;  I  have  not  the  returns  here;  but 
it  is  u  small  parish. 

510.  Is  it  a  parish  in  the  hands  of  one  or  more  proprietors  ? — ^A  small  number 
of  proprietors. 

511.  Mr.  Barrow.']  I  understand  you  to  sav  that  there  are  a  good  many 
irremovable  poor  living  in  the  town  of  Chesterfield? — Yes,  there  are. 

512'.  What  sort  of  proportion  does  the  rateable  value  of  the  town  of  Chester- 
field bear  to  the  rateable  value  of  the  union  ? — I  am  not  able  to  say. 

513.  Do  you  recollect  how  many  parishes  that  union  consists  of? — I  do  not 
at  this  moment ;  there  are  a  good  many  parishes.     It  is  a  large  union. 

514.  I  think  you  stated  that  there  had  been  a  good  many  removals  of  Irish 
poor  in  consequence  of  the  large  number  of  Irish  in  Chesterfield? — 1  gave  no 
return  of  removals  from  Chesterfield. 

51.5.  At  present  the  charge  of  those  irremovable  poor  in  Chesterfield  is  rated 
on  the  whole  of  the  parishes  of  the  assessable  union  according  to  tho  averages? — 
It  is. 

516.  Have  the  parishes  in  the  Chesterfield  union  taken  it  for  granted  that 
only  three  or  four  are  benefited  by  the  labour  of  those  irremovable  poor,  while 
a  much  larger  number  do  not  derive  any  benefit  from  their  labour? — ^Probably, 
no  immediate  benefit. 

517.  From  their  labour  ? — Precisely. 

518.  At  present,  then,  a  parish  which  may  happen  to  have  become  exceedingly 
populous,  suddenly,  of  which  there  are  some  instances  in  the  colliery  districts, 
probably  that  district  will,  by  paying  upon  its  former  averages  on  the  pauperism 
of  1836,  which  was  very  much  reduced  inconsequence  of  the  settlement  of  the 
law  being  altered,  derive  a  great  benefit  from  the  labour  of  the  irremovable  poor, 
and  only  pay  a  very  small  proportion  of  the  cost? — Yes,  there  may  be  such 
cases. 

519.  If  the  temporary  Act  were  repealed  which  charges  it  to  the  parishes  accord- 
ing to  the  averages,  the  town  of  Chesterfield  would  be  inundated  and  swamped 
if  it  had  to  maintain  those  irremovable  poor  entirely  out  of  its  own  rates? — Yes, 
it  would  be  a  very  heavy  charge  on  the  town  of  Chesterfield.  Perhaps  the  Com- 
mittee will  allow  me  to  explain,  that  when  I  spoke  of  allowing  them  to  be^sent 
back  to  the  place  where  they  had  acquired  the  status  of  irremovability,  my  inten- 
tion was,  that  the  cost  of  maintaining  them  should  be  charged  to  the  common 
fund,  as  previously,  and  not  upon  the  parishes.     I  did  not  express  that  view. 

520.  I  only  wish  to  show  what  the  effect  will  be,  and  what  the  operation  is  at 
present.     At  present  Chesterfield  is  relieved  to  a  certain  extent,  but  not  to  the 

extent 
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extent  to  which  it  would  be  relieved  if  every  parish  were  charged  according  to  Mr.  John  LamUrf 
lis  rateable  value  ?— It  is  not.  _    * 

521.  Chesterfield  itself,  deriving,  as  far  as  the  labour  goes,  a  very  small  pro-      8  June  i860, 
portion  of  the  labour  of  those  irremovable  poor  ?— They  are  employed  in  the 
neighbourhood  of  Chesterfield. 

522.  They  are  employed  in  the  neighbouring  parishes  rather  than  in  the  town 
of  Chesterfield  ?—Y^. 

523.  Sir  W.  Miles.']  In  agricultural  or  mining  operations? — In  mining 
operations. 

524.  Mr.  Barrow.']  So  that  if  the  agricultural  parishes  were  charged  according 
to  the  rateable  value,  instead  of  according  to  the  averages,  the  a^riculturd 
parishes  would  suffer  to  a  certain  extent,  and  the  mining  parishes  would  benefit? 
— Yes,  the  populous  parishes. 

525.  The  parish  of  Chesterfield  would  suffer  very  seriously,  and  far  beyond 
any  benefit  which  it  would  derive  from  the  labour? — Yes,  if  they  became 
parochial  poor  of  Chesterfield. 

526.  Chairman,]  They  are  poor  who  have  the  right  of  relief  at  the  expense  of 
Chesterfield  ? — But  at  the  same  time  they  are  irremovable  poor,  and  they  receive 
relief  from  the  union  fund. 

527.  Mr.  Tollemache.]  I  suppose  Chesterfield  is  part  of  a  union  ? — It  is. 

528.  Supposing  a  town  like  Liverpool  or  Norwich,  which  works  one  union  in 
itself,  if  these  irremovably  poor  having  gained  their  irremovability  in  three  years, 
had  gained  also  a  settlement,  how  would  those  towns  be  affected,  especially  if 
there  were  any  Irish  |)oor ;  would  they  be  great  sufferers  by  the  change  ?  —They 
would  suffer  to  some  extent ;  they  would  suffer  to  the  extent  of  all  persons  who 
would  leave  after  acquiring  the  status,  and  who  would  be  removed  back  again  to 
those  places. 

529.  Do  you  not  think  that  the  very  fact  of  their  knowing  that  they  are  liable 
to  be  removed  keeps  them  very  much  off  the  rates  ?— I  dare  say  it  does  some- 
times. 

530.  Therefore,  having  gained  their  irremovability  in  three  years,  and  having 
acquired  a  settlement  at  the  same  time,  you  think  it  would  add  greatly  to  the 
burdens  of  towns  situated  like  Liverpool  and  Norwich  ? — I  should  say  it  would 
add  considerably  if  these  paupers  were  liable  to  be  removed  buck  again  to  those 
places,  supposing  they  had  acquired  no  fresh  status  of  irremovability  elsewhere. 

531.  Therefore  very  great  opposition  must  be  anticipated  from  those  large 
towns  in  the  event  of  a  change  in  the  law  being  proposed  ? — Wherever  there  is  a 
probability  of  an  increased  burden  there  is  invariably  an  opposition. 

532.  I  think  I  understand  you  to  say  that  in  the  event  of  persons  acquiring 
a  settlement  in  that  way,  that  you  would  consider  them  as  having  become  union 
paupers,  and  not  township  paupers ;  that  is,  that  they  would  be  relieved  out  of  the 
common  fund  ? — Precisely  so;  it  would  be  a  very  great  hardship  if  you  put  it  on 
any  other  fooling. 

533.  Mr.  LockhartJ]  A  person  loses  an  irremovable  settlement  if  he  is  absent 
at  all,  does  he  not  ? — He  does ;  if  he  bi*eaks  up  his  residence ;  that  is,  if  he  gives 
up  his  house. 

534.  Would  it  not  be  advantageous  to  put  a  limit  upon  that,  and  to  say  that 
he  should  not  lose  his  irremovable  settlement  until  after  a  certain  period  r — The 
suggestion  that  has  been  made  is,  that  he  might  be  removed  back  again  to  that 
place,  supposing  he  acquired  no  fresh  status  anywhere  else. 

535.  That  is,  that  his  irremovable  status  should  remain  in  force  until  he 
acquired  another  ? — Yes. 

.336.  Mr.  Barrow.]  V^'ould  there  not  be  a  great  difficulty  in  that  case  of  estab- 
lishing the  question  of  his  residence.  Take  the  case  of  c  man  living  in  Chesterfield 
for  five  years,  working  in  one  of  those  collieries,  barely  stopping  in  the  town  of 
Chesterfield  at  all,  who  goes  away  and  works  at  one  colliery  for  two  years,  at 
another  for  two  years  and  a  half,  and  so  on,  which  is  a  common  practice; 
suppo§e  he  does  that  for  a  great  many  years,  and  comes  back  at  the  end  of  20 
years,  and  says  that  he  held  respectively  five  years  in  Chesterfield,  and  claimed  to  , 

be  settled  there  ? — ^There  would  be  some  difficulty  in  such  a  case. 

537.  How  could  the  parochial  officers  of  Chesterfield,  by  any  possibility, 
ascertain  the  correctness  of  his  claim  ? — Only  by  inquiry. 

538.  I  can  understand  that  there  would  be  a  perfect  facility  at  the  end  of  five 
years,  when  a  man  is  actually  living  in  a  place,  and  his  identity  is  traceable 
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U,t.  John  Lambert  immediately,  but  if  he  came  back  at  the  end  of  20  years  to  a  place  as  a  place  of 

r — : — settlement,  would  there  not  be  great  difficulty  in  finding  out  the  correctness  of  his 

9  J«De  iS6o»      claim  r — There  is  no  doubt  that  there  is  that  difficulty,  but  the  shorter  the  period 
of  acquiring  the  status  of  irremovability  the  less  that  difficulty  would  be. 

539.  Sir  E.  Grogan.]  Would  there  be  any  greater  difficulty  in  the  supposed  case 
whidi  has  been  put  to  you,  of  tracing  out  the  absolute  settlement  of  a  n^n,  than 
in  any  other  case  ? — There  would  be  more  difficulty,  because  it  would  extend 
orer  a  long  period. 

540.  Take  for  instance  a  person  who  has  a  birth  settlement  in  a  particular  locality, 
aad  works  for  20  years  in  the  neighbourhood^  what  greater  difficulty  in  the  iden- 
tification of  the  individual  would  exist  in  the  one  case  than  in  the  other  ? — You 
would  have  simply  to  identify  the  fact  of  his  birth  in  one  case,  but  in  the  other 
case  you  would  have  to  extend  your  inquiry  over  a  period  of  three  years  or  five 
years,  as  to  what  he  was  doing,  whether  he  was  relieved^  and  where  he  resided 
during  that  period. 

541.  Sir//'.  Miles.]  And  whether,  during  that  time,  he  had  broken  resi- 
dence ?  -  Yes. 

542.  Chairman.]  Vl'hy  is  birth  more  easy  to  discover;  is  it  because  you  have 
the  evidence  of  baptism  ? — You  have  the  proof  of  baptism,  but  yon  must  also 
show  the  identity,  by  proving  that  A.  B.  was  the  person  on  the  register  as  having 
been  baptised  6r  born. 

|i543*  ^^  there  is  any  difficulty  in  determining  as  to  persons  who  had  resided 
for  five  years,  would  not  that  be  met  by  requiring  theui  to  register  the  fact, 
whenever  he  had  acquired  the  status  of  irremovability? — It  mi8;ht. 

544.  That  would  be  evidence ;  and  he  might  procure  a  certificate  of  that  on 
subsequent  inquiry? — He  might. 

545.  Sir  W.  Miles.]  That  would  immediately- induce  inquiry,  would  it  not? 
—It  would, 

546.  Mr.  H.  Herbert.]  But  then  the  inquiry  would  take  place  immediately 
after  the  alleged  fact  ? — It  might  take  place  immediately.  If  you  could  get  the 
parish  officers  to  institute  the  inquiry  immediately  after  the  registration  took 
place,  that  would  be  so. 

547.  But  you  think,  if  tlie  persons  themselves  knew  that,  by  taking  the  step 
of  going  to  be  registered  when  they  had  acquired  that  irremovability,  they 
would  not  generally  avail  themselves  of  that  before  they  had  removed  ? — I  dare 
say  they  would,  in  a  number  of  instances. 

548.  Sir  fV.  Miles.]  The  question  now  never  arises,  except  they  become 
chargeable  ?—  No. 

549.  Sir  JE.  Grogan.]  If  a  person  resided  for  five  years  in  any  particular 
locality,  and  thereby  acquired  a  legal  right  to  obtain  from  the  Board  of  Guar- 
dians, or  relieving  officer,  or  whatever  the  proper  authority  might  be  of  that  dis- 
trict, a  certificate  to  that  effect,  would  it  not  be  as  conclusive  evidence  of  his 
right  as  the  birth  settlement  would  be  in  your  other  case  r — It  might  be  made 
w  by  enactment. 

550.  Supposing  that  step  to  have  taken  place,  what  increased  difficulty  would 
there  be  in  proving  the  identity  of  the  individual  to  that  quasi  settlement  than 
there  would  be  to  the  claim  of  a  birth  settlement  ? — None. 

551.  Are  you  acquainted  with  the  Union  of  Chester? — No  ;  I  am  not.  It  is 
not  in  my  district ;  it  is  in  Mr.  Doyle's  district. 

552.  Sir  W.  Miles.]  I  understood,  from  the  tenor  of  your  former  evidence, 
that  you  were  rather  friendly  to  the  lunatic  poor  being  charged  to  the  co:!imon 
fund? — I  am. 

553.  And  you  have  to-day  put  in  a  paper  intituled,  *^  A  Table  showing  the 
amount  charged  to  parishes  on  pauper  lunatics  in  asylums,  and  the  amount  paid 
for  irremovable  pauper  lunatics  in  asylums  charged  to  the  common  fund,  for  the 
half-year  ended  Michaelmas  1869/'  Without  going  through  the  unions  or  the 
figures  attached  to  each,  I  find  you  have  very  properly  separated  them  in 
columns ;  the  cost  of  lunatics  charged  to  the  common  fund,  in  Michaelmas 
1869,  looking  at  the  sums^  total  of  t]he  61  unions,  I  find  that,  to  the  parishes 
were  charged  12,762/.  10«.,  and  to  the  common  fund  only  1,847/.  10s.  2d.? 
-Yes- 

554.  So  that  you  would  take  from  the  parishes  the  12,762/.  10^.,  and  add 
them  to  the  union  charges  ? — Yes 

555.  Making 
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555.  Making  altogether  14,599  Z.  as  chargeable  to  the  common  fund  for  the  Mr  mnLanhriJ 
lunatics  in  those  61  unions?— Yes.  

5.56.  Does  it  not  strike  you  that  that  would  be  shifting  the  burdens  from  one       8  JoneiMo.- 
fiind  to  the  other?— It  Mould  be  a  considerable  shifting  of  the  burden. 

557.  And  such  as  the  parishes  would  avoid,  if  they  possibly  could,  would  they 
not,  except  the  very  populous  parishes? — All  but  the  parishes  with  lunatics. 

558.  Taking  this  as  a  whole,  of  course  ihere  must  be  small  parishes  in  which 
there  are  no  lunatics,  and  there  must  be  large  parishes  in  which  there  are  a 
considerable  number  of  lunatics;  if  you  transfer  the  cost  of  the  large  paribiies  to 
the  common  fund,  are  you  not  laving  a  considerable  burden  upon  those  small 
parishes  which  have  no  luuatics? — No  doubt  you  would  lay  a  considerable  burden 
upon  them. 

559.  Chairman.]  That  would  be  regarded  by  some  persons  as  distributing  a 
common  charge  njore  equally  upon  the  property  which  is  bound  to  support  it? — 
That  would  be  considered  as  distributing  the  common  charge  more  equally. 

560.  Sir  W.  Miies.']  Do  you  recollect  what  this  power  of  irremovability  was 
first  of  all  brought  forward  to  remedy  ? — I  have  understood  that  it  was  intended 
as  a  compensation ;  it  was  a  measure  supported  by  Sir  Robert  Peel,  and  was  . 
intended  as  compensation  for  some  loss  which  the  agricultural  interest  was  likely 
to  sustain  by  reason  of  some  measures  which  he  had  introduced,  or  was  about  to 
introduce. 

561 .  And  at  the  same  time  it  gave  a  right  of  bidng  relieved  to  what  were  called 
the  industrial  poor? — To  the  industrial  poor. 

562.  They  being  of  a  ctrtain  degree  of  residence  and  respectability,  not  having 
applied  for  relief  during  five  years,  and  giving  them  irremovability  r — Yos. 

563.  And,  consequently,  so  far  you  would  benefit  industry? — Exactly  so. 

564.  You  think  that  lunatic  poor  would  come  within  the  category  of  irremova- 
bility?— They  would  not;  but  the  Legislature  in  providing  that  county  lunatic 
asylums  should  be  built,  seem  to  have  considered  that  they  should  come  in  a 
more  general  category. 

565.  Do  not  the  charges  which  each  parish  pays  for  the  county  lunatic  asylums 
depend  on  the  size,  and  so  on  ? — Yes. 

566.  Chairman^]  Do  you  rest  the  opinion  that  this  Act  was  passed  as  compen- 
sation to  the  agriculturists  for  losses  upon  anything  but  common  report  r — It  is 
only  report. 

567.  Have  you  heard  it  reported  that  those  losses  ha\e  been  sustained  ? — Cer- 
tainly not ;  quite  the  reverse,  I  should  say. 

568.  Mr.  Knight.'\  Is  it  not  the  fact  that  it  is  abnost  impossible  for  labourers 
to  change  from  one  parish  to  another  to  get  a  settlement  under  the  present  state  of 
things  ? — It  is  very  difficult  indeed  ;  and  that  \^\\l  apply  very  much  to  a  number 
of  new  places  which  have  recently  been  parochialized  ;  by  the  Act  which  passed 
twio  or  three  years  ago,  all  extra  parochial  places  have  become  parochialized. 

569.  Then  all,  or  almost  all,  the  persons  who  shift  from  one  parish  to  another 
will  become  removable,  and  not  settled  poor  in  the  new  pari&hes  to  which  they 
go  ?  —Yes  ;  all  in  those  parishes,  the  poor  who  have  no  settlement  elsewhere,  and 
those  who  go  to  reside  there  afterwards,  will  become  irremovable  poor. 

570.  In  the  present  state  of  the  country  there  is  a  very  great  change  from  one 
parish  to  another,  is  there  not ;  so  much  so,  that  the  irremovable  poor,  or  the 
poor  who  go  into  new  parishes,  are  not  likely  to  increase  largely  ? — There  is  a 
very  considerable  change  no  doubt  at  the  present  time.  There  are  a  number  of 
circumstances  in  operation  to  produce  that  result,  such  as  the  facilities  of  travelling 
by  railway,  the  facilities  of  communication  by  letter,  and  latterly  the  &cilities 
afforded  by  means  of  advertisements  in  cheap  newspapers.  You  will  sometimes 
see  in  those  cheap  newspapers  advertisements  for  even  farm  labourers. 

571.  In  the  present  state  of  things,  is  it  not  probable  that  a  very  large  and 
inereasing  portion  of  the  relief  will  be  to  such  persons  as  are  now  uremovable 
poor  ?  —Yes,  I  think  so. 

572.  Then  the  effect  of  the  plan  which  you  have  proposed  of  equalising  the 
rate  aU  over  the  union  will  be,  in  fact,  to  establish  by  degrees  union  rating,  and  to 
throw  a  lai^ly  and  annually  increasing  proportion  on  the  common  union  rate  ? 
— In  those  places  to  which  persons  remove,  diat  will  be  the  effect  no  doubt 

573.  That  would  prohably  be  a  way  of  drifting  or  carrying  us  by  degrees  into 
union  rating,  as  the  population  takes  up  new  residences  ? — ^As  the  population  takes 
np  new  residences,  the  common  fund  would  increase. 
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Mr.  JoM  i^^er/.      574,  Is  your  object  in  proposing  that  to  further  the  establishment  of  uniim 

rating? — I  am  not  in  favour  of  a  union  rate  for  all  purposes. 

8  June  i860.  575.  Do  you  think  a  union  for  all  purposes  could  possibly  be  avoided,  if  any 

man  who  changes  his  parish  became  an  union  pauper,  and  chargeable  on  the 
common  fund ;  would  it  not  so  largely  increase  the  proportion  on  the  union  rate 
year  after  year,  as  to  render  a  union  rating  a  matter  of  necessity  ? — It  would 
not  increase  much  in  the  agricultural  unions.  I  recollect  making  a  calculation 
for  the  St.  Ives  Union  some  time  ago,  and  I  found  that  whereas  the  average 
throughout  England  is  about  30  per  cent.,  according  to  the  last  returns  that  have 
been  made  for  the  St.  Ives  Union,  it  is  only  10  per  cent. 

576.  It  is  nearly  one-third,  you  say  on  the  average  throughout  England  ? — 
According  to  the  last  returns,  it  is  about  30  per  cent. 

577.  And  it  must  be  increasing  ? — As  the  population  removes,  it  will  increase; 
but  there  will  be  a  number  of  parishes,  pariicularly  agricultural  parishes,  in  which 
there  must  always  be  a  considerable  number  of  settled  poor. 

578.  Chairman.']  We  do  not  understand  you  to  say  that  the  migratory  habits, 
which  you  have  referred  to  among  the  people,  would  be  increased  by  throwing 
the  union  charges  on  the  rateable  value  ? — No,  I  have  not  said  that. 

579.  Then  tine  causes  which  you  say  exist,  for  the  people  moving  about  the 
country,  will  continue  to  exist,  whether  the  law  is  altered  or  not?— I  think  so, 
unquestionably. 

580.  Therefore  the  injustice  of  fixing  the  charge  on  the  averages  would  in- 
crease, if  these  causes  continue  ? — ^Yes. 

581.  Mr.  Knight.']  As  I  understand  the  present  position  of  the  averages,  it  is 
this,  that  if  one  parish  pays  one-fifth  of  the  poor-rates  of  the  union,  it  will  also 
pay  one-fifth  of  the  common  charges  of  the  union  ? — It  will,  if  it  pays  one-fifth 
for  its  own  poor. 

582.  Supposing  in  my  parish  there  are  100  paupers,  the  number  in  the  union 
being  500,  ought  not  that  parish  to  pay  one-fifth  of  the  charge*  for  the  support  of 
these  600  paupers? — If  all  those  paupers  were  working  in  your  parish  perhaps 
you  should. 

583.  But  the  great  agglomerations  of  people  which  are  now  taking  place  in 
various  parts,  are  generally  for  the  sake  of  carrying  on  some  works,  such  as  cotton 
mills,  coal  mines,  or  something  of  that  sort,  and  those  irremovable  poor  are 
brought  together  in  certain  places  for  ceitain  purposes  connected  with  that 
pari^? — Yes,  frequenily. 

584.  As  the  law  at  present  stands,  in  proportion  to  the  number  of  those  persons, 
so  does  it  pay  to  the  common  charge  for  their  maintenance ;  is  not  that  fair  r — 
If  they  are  irremovable  poor  it  does  not ;  it  pays  according  to  its  settled  poor,  and 
not  according  to  its  irremovable  poor. 

585.  You  have  mentioned  several  cases  where  people  are  attracted  by  mining 
works,  and  they  become  resident  in  a  parish  where  they  do  not  work,  and  all  their 
labour  is  given  to  a  neighbouring  parish  ? — Yes. 

586.  That  neighbouring  parish  does  not  pay  according  to  the  amount  of  its 
poor,  but  is  exempt  because  it  shifts  its  burthen  to  its  neighbour  ? — Quite  so, 
because  it  has  no  settled  poor,  or  only  a  small  portion  of  settled  poor. 

587.  Mr.  Lockhart.]  As  the  law  at  present  stands,  no  person  can  acquire  any- 
thing but  an  irremovable  settlement? — We  have  a  birth  settlement. 

588.  An  adult  cannot  acquire  birih  settlement  ? — No. 

589.  An  adult  cannot  acquire  anything  but  an  irremovable  settlement  r — ^Yes, 
by  renting  a  tenement  of  10  /. 

590.  Sir  W.  Miles.]  Have  you  the  power  of  giving  us  for  these  unions,  and  for 
the  same  period,  the  half  year  up  to  Michaelmas  1859,  as  you  have  done  the 
lunatics,  the  whole  cost  of  the  parochial  poor,  and  the  whole  cost  of  your  common 
fund  ? — Yes,  I  have  the  power  of  doing  that. 

591.  Will  you  be  kind  enough  to  supply  us  with  it?— I  cannot  do  it  now; 
it  will  take  me  some  time ;  but  I  will  send  it  in  the  course  of  next  week. 

592.  Mr.  Knight.]  Mr.  Famall  brought  us  the  case  of  the  Wakefield  Union; 
I  find  that  Wakefield  pays  one-third  of  the  whole  poor-rates  of  the  union,  and 
likewise  pays  one-third  of  the  common  charges ;  it  would  appear  to  be  fair,  would 
it  not,  because  it  has  one-third  of  the  pauperism  of  the  union,  that  one-third  of 
the  common  charges  should  be  paid  by  them  ? — If  it  has  one-third  of  the  irre- 
movable poor  actually  belonging  to  itself. 

593.  Chairman.]  Do  you  consider  pauperism  an  advantage  or  a  misfortune? — 
It  13  not  an  advantage,  but  a  misfortune. 

594,  That 
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594.  That  is  rather  a  reason  why  this  misfortune  should  be  borne  by  other  places  Mr.  John  Lambmi. 
equally  with  Wakefield?— Yes,  by  those  which  liave  likewise  had  their  labour.  

595.  Mr.  KnighW]  Do  you  consider  it  a  great  increasing  value  and  advantage,       *  J"ne  18G0. 
because  I  find  that  Wakefield  has  increased  in  value  enormously;  between  1816 

and  1843  it  has  doubled  in  value,  while  a  parish  named  Chevet,  which  Mr.  Far- 
nail  has  described  as  paying  very  little  poor-rate,  has  decreased  in  value  by  107  /. 
a  year? — Yes,  the  iucreased  population  has  been. 

596.  Do  you  not  think  as  a  general  rule,  that  whenever  there  is  a  great  increase 
in  the  working  population,  that  there  will  be  an  immense  increase  in  the  real 
value  ? — Precisely  so ;  and  then  the  part  in  which  the  increased  value  takes  place, 
will  have  to  contribute  so  much  the  more  to  the  common  fund  of  the  union. 

597.  You  think  it  ought  to  do  so  ?— Yes. 

598.  Mr.  H.  Herbert.]  It  would  do  so  under  your  proposition  ? — Yes. 

599-  ,Mr.  Knight]  Of  course  you  will  allow  that  where  a  great  increase  of 
population  takes  place,  there  will  be  a  great  increase  in  the  poor-rates  ? — Yes,  and 
in  the  increase  of  value  also. 

600.  Out  do  you  not  think  that  the  increase  of  value  will,  generally  speaking, 
more  than  compensate  for  the  increase  of  the  poor-rates  ? — I  am  not  prepared  to 
say ;  I  have  not  made  any  calculation  as  to  whether  it  would  or  not. 

601.  Mr.  Barrow.]  Then  with  regard  to  the  Chesterfield  Union,  to  which  my 
question  applied,  a  great  increase  of  the  irremovable  poor  and  a  great  increase  of 
labour,  would  occasion  a  great  increase  in  the  value  of  the  property  of  the  union 
at  large  ? — Certainly. 

602.  But  the  parish  of  Chesterfield,  in  which  the  irremovable  poor  are  stop- 
ping, and  are  resident,  does  not  derive  a  benefit  from  that  labour  which  is  at  work 
in  the  adjoining  parishes  ? — No,  it  does  not,  except  indirectly. 

603.  Does  it  not  derive  an  increase  in  the  value  of  property  where  the  capital 
is  employed  in  one  parish  and  the  labour  is  employed  in  an  adjacent  parish  ? — 
There  would  be  more  houses  built  for  the  accommodation  of  these  persons. 

604.  To  a  certain  extent,  there  will  be  an  increase  of  value  from  a  number  of 
houses  being  built,  but  those  houses  would  only  be  adapted  to  the  labourers  ? — 
They  would  add  very  considerably  to  the  value  of  property  in  Chesterfield.  If  a 
valuation  were  made,  it  would  be  found  to  be  very  considerably  increased. 

605.  Mr.  Knight.]  We  have  heard  it  roughly  stated  that  one-third  of  the  gross 
value  of  the  agricultural  produce  of  a  place  is  paid  in  wages  ? — Yes. 

606.  Supposing  that  to  be  true,  and  supposing  there  to  be  a  parish,  say  of  2,000 
acres,  two  miles  from  Chesterfield,  and  there  is  not  a  single  labourer's  cottage  at 
all  in  the  parish,  but  the  labourei-s  who  work  in  it  live  in  Chesterfield,  would  it 
not  then  be  true  that  they  would  take  one-third  of  the  whole  of  the  agricultural  value 
of  that  parish  in  wages  into  Chesterfield,  and  spend  it  there  ? — Yes,  they  would. 

607.  Do  you  not  think  that  Chesterfield  would  benefit  by  that  ?— Quite  so; 
I  think  it  would  be  benefited.  I  think,  at  the  same  time,  from  the  contiguity 
of  the  parisi)  to  Chesterfield,  that  there  would  be  a  much  better  market  for  its 
produce. 

608.  Chairman.]  Which  is  an  advantage  to  the  producer,  I  presume? — 
Quite  so. 

609-10.  Mr.  Knight.]  I  find  in  going  through  several  hundred  parishes  that 
they  have  increased  enormously  with  regard  to  the  income  tax,  while  those  country 
parishes  which  have  not  increased  in  their  population,  have  not ;  when  the  popu- 
lation has  d('creased,  and  not  increased,  veiy  frequently  the  rental  has  decreased  ; 
for  instance,  in  the  town  of  Chevet,  the  population  has  not  increased,  and  the 
rental  has  actually  decreased  ;  do  you  not  suppose  that  that  is  very  much  owing  to 
one-third  in  value  of  the  property  of  the  union  having  been  carried  off,  and  spent 
elsewhere  ? — I  am  not  able  to  say  what  the  cause  may  be ;  there  may  be  some 
local  circumstances.  I  do  not  know  that  union  at  all,  and  therefore  I  am  not 
prepared  to  give  any  opinion  about  it. 

oil.  If  that  be  the  general  result,  then  you  would  suppose  that  the  parish  must  . 
be  a  loser  of  that  enormous  amount  ? — Yes,  if  that  were  the  general  result. 

612.  Sir  W.  Miles.]  Would  you  argue  that  that  would  extend  to  all  the 
parishes  of  the  61  unions  with  which  you  are  intimately  acquainted  f — I  should 
not  say  so. 

613.  Mr.  Beecroft.]  Are  lunatics  ever  sent  to  a  county  asylum  at  the  expense 
of  the  parish  who  are  not  in  the  strict  sense  of  the  word  "  paupers,"  but  whose 
friends  are  willing  to  pay  14  5.  or  15  5.  a  week  to  a  private  asylum  ? — Yes,  some- 
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Ittr.  John  Ltmbert.  times  their  relatives  contribute  a  portion  towards  their  maintenance ;  but  that  is 

not  often  the  case,  at  least  not  in  my  experience. 

8  June  iBCo.  6J4.  Sometimes  it  is  the  case  ? — Sometimes  ;   I  have  known  instances  of  it. 

615.  Mr.  Maguire.]  Is  it  not  the  fact,  that  it  is  almost  impossible  for  an  Irish- 
born  labourer  to  procure  a  settlement  in  England,  such  as  an  Englishman  would 
have? — He  could  only  have  a  settlement  by  renting  a  tenement,  or  by  estate. 

616.  Is  that  the  only  way? — That  is  the  only  way. 

6 17.  Therefore,  it  is  quite  impossible  for  him,  unless  he  is  renting  a  10  /.  house, 
to  procure  a  legal  settlement  in  this  country  r — Yes,  except  by  estate. 

618.  It  is  not  very  probable,  1  suppose,  that  a  working  man  who  depends 
entirely  on  his  day's  labour  for  his  living,  would  rent  a  house  of  10  /.  a  year  ? — 
It  is  in  fact  very  uncommon. 

619.  Mr.  Beeorqft,']  How  long  must  he  pay  the  rent  of  a  10  /.  house  ?— For  a 
year. 

620.  Mr.  Maguire.']  You  have  scarcely  ever  heard  of  a  case  of  a  person  quali- 
fying himself  to  procure  a  settlement  by  renting  a  lo/.  house? — Very  rarelj, 
indeed. 

621.  Do  you  pay  mudh  for  Irish  laboarers  an  ithe  districts  you  are  most 
acquainted  withf — There  is  a  considerable  niuriber  of  Irish  labourers  at  Chester- 
field. 

622.  Are  they  agricultural  labourers,  or  manufacturing? — They  are  engaged 
in -the  iron- works,  getting  up  the  ironstone. 

r»23.  Is  their  labour  of  considerable  Viilue? — Unquestionably. 

624.  Could  they  well  do  without  it? — I  should  say  not,  at  Chesterfield. 

'&25.  If  they  were  deprived  of  that  labour,  would  it  not  be  a  very  great  injury 
to  the  interests  of  the  locality  ? — Ceitainly. 

626.  Are  they  generally  hard- working  steady  labourers? — I  think  they  ai'e. 

627.  Above  the  fair  average  of  labourers  ? — Quite  ^qual,  as  &r  as  I  eee  of 
them. 

62?.  Atc  they  not  willing  "to  undprgno  any  amount  of  labour  in  order  to  earn 
the  day's  wages  ? — They  appear  to  be. 

629.  Chcnrmcm.']  Would  not  the  childi^n  of  Irish  parents  get  a  settlement 
here  f — If  bom  here  they  would. 

630.  Mr.  Maguire.']  If  a  father  were  removed  during  what  I  may  call  **  the 
child's  poor-law  minority,"  wliich  is  16  years  of  age,  would  he  not  be  sent  bade 
to  Ireland  if  his  father  were  sent  ? — ^If  the  father  were  removed  before  the  child 
attained  the  age  of  16,  he  would. 

631.  Chairman.]  Would  that  be  so  if  the  mother  were  living? — If  either  of 
the  parents^were  living,  the  child  could  not  be  removed  until  he  was  16  years  of 
age. 

632.  Mr.  Maguire.]  If  the  mother  were  an  Englishwoman,  and  the  father 
Irish-born,  but  residing  in  England,  if  the  father  were  removed  to  Ireland,  would 
nt;t  the  mother  be  removed  with  him,  although  the  mother  and  children  were  all 
born  in  England  ? — I  believe  that  is  so. 

633.  Sir  E.  Grogan!]  All  the  children  would  be  sent  off  with  the  parents? — 
Precisely  so. 

634.  Even  although  any  of  those  children  were  resident  here  three  years? — 
Until  they  became  what  is  technicaHy  termed  paupers  in  their  own  right. 

635.  Chairman.]  Is  all  settlement  by  apprenticeship  abolished  now? — That  by 
apprenticeship  to  the  sea  service  is. 

636.  Has  that  been  decided?— I  think  it  has. 

637.  Have  questions  arisen  after  the  New  Poor  Law  passed  ? — ^I  cannot  say, 

638.  Sir  E.  Grogan.]  Then   the  actual  results  of  the  working  of  the  new 

{)oor  law  in  the  Wakefield  district  would  be  this,  that  if  an  Irishman,  whose 
abour  is  valuable  to  the  district,  meets  with  an  accident,  and  becomes  chargeable 
to  the  rates,  he  must  be  removed,  with  his  wife  and  family,  at  once  to  Ireland  ? — 
Not  if  the  sickness  is  of  a  temporary  character;  if  it  is  calculated  to  produce 
permanent  disability,  he  could  then  be  removed, 

639.  Even  although  the  accident  occurred  in  carrying  out  works  by  which 
Chesterfield  benefited  ? — Precisely. 

640.  Chairman.]  Would   not  that  equally  apply  to  English  and  Scotch? 

Precisely  the  same. 

641.  Sir  E.  Grogafi.]  What  position  would  the  wife  and  children  be  in  in  the 
event  of  tU:?  death  of  the  father  ? — The  wife  being  Irish  ? 

642.  Irish 
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642.  Irish  or  English,  as  you  please? — They  would  still    be   liable   to    be  Mr.JohnZambmi. 
removed.  

643.  What  length  of  time  would  they  both  be  permitted  to  reside  there  ? — For       8  June  1860. 
a  year. 

644.  If  some  of  those  children  had  been  resident  for  five  years,  having  been 
bom  on  the  spot,  could  all  the  children  be  removed  ? — You  could  not  remove  tli  ^ 
children  so  long  as  the  mother  was  irremovable. 

645.  Would  the  mother  then  be  permitted  to  remain  because  some  of  the 
children  were  allowed  to  remain  ? — If  the  mother  were  removed,  all  the  children 
would  be  removed  at  the  end  of  the  year  with  her. 

646.  Would  tlie  ri^t  of  irremovability  be  avmlable  to  a  child  of  Irish  parents 
bom  in  England  ? — It  would  be  available  in  the  case  of  the  deaih  of  the  mother 
and  father,  and  the  child  had  resided  long  enough. 

647.  Chairman.']  What  is  the  age  when  a  pauper  child  acquires  a  right  of  its 
own  ? — Sixteen  is  the  period  if  the  parents  are  living. 

648.  Mr.  MaguireJ]  You  stated  that  the  same  thing  would  happen  to  an 
English  or  Scotch  pauper ;  now  with  regard  to  an  English  pauper,  if  an  English 
pauper  became  a  burden  on  the  rates,  would'  he  be  sent  back  at  once  to  his  own 
parish  ? — Yes. 

649.  Is  that  invariably  the  case?— Yes,. usually. 

650.  Dbes  it  not  often  happen  that  he  is  charged  to  the  parish  in  which  lie  has 
a  settlement,  and  that  he  is  not  sent  back  ? — He  is  sent  back  ;  there  are  exceptional 
cases. 

651.  Does  it  not  frequently  happen  that  by  arrangement  between  the  union 
which  has  power  to  remove,  and  the  union  to  which  the  man  is-  chargeable,  that 
provision  is  made  for  his  maintenance  ? — That  occurs  generally  in  the  case  of  old 
persons. 

652.  Sir  E,  Grogar?.]  Does  the  fact  of  the  same  rule  equally  applying  to  Irish 
and  Scotch  paupers  diminish  the  injustice  ? — It  does  not. 

653.  It  is  equally  unjust  to  both  ? — If  it  is  unjust  to  one  it  is  unjust  to  both. 

654.  Mr.  Maguire.}  Is  it  not  a  much  greater  hardsliip  on  the  Irishman  thaa 
on  the  Englishman? — He  has  to  be  removed  further. 

ti55.  Is  he  not  removed  to  a  place  where  he  does  not  find  the  same  employ- 
ment as  in  England  ?—  So  may  the  English  pauper. 

656.  May  not  the  Irishman  be  removed  from  one  agricultural  district  in  which 
there  is  plenty  of  employment,  to  another  in  which  there  is  none  ? — Yes. 

657.  Chairman,^  If  all  depends  on  the  settlement  ? — ^Yes. 

658.  Mr.  Maguire.']  Suppose  a  man  has  spent  the  best  part,  of  his  Hfe  in 
benefitting  a  mining  district  by  his  labour,  and  hei»  removed  to.  Ireland,  lo  a 
place  where  there  is  no  mining  district,  and  no  mining  operations  carried,  on,  is 
it  not  a  great  hardship  upon  him  to  be  sent  back  to  a.  place  like  that  ?. — It  would 
be  a  great  hardship  to  him,  undoubtedly;-,  and  so  it  would  be  to*  the  English 
labourer  where  he  is  removed  from  a  mining  district,  to  an  agricultural 
district. 

659.  Does  it  not  very  frequently  happen' that  a  man  who  becomes  chargeable 
on  a  parish,  is  sent  back  to  a  district  which  has  the  very,  same  demand  for  labour 
as  the  place  in  which  he  has  resided  ?—  It  sometimes  happens. 

660.  Does  it  not  frequently  happen  ? — I  am  not  prepared  to  say. ;. it  involves  the 
examination  of  particular  instances. 

661.  Mr.  H,  Herbert.^  Is  it  not  the  case  that  whereas  an  English  labourer  is 
sent  back  to  the  parish  of  his  settlement,  that  the  Irish  labourer  is  usually  taken 
to  some  sea^port  town  on  the  coast  of  Ireland? — Yes; 

662.  Leaving  him  to  beg  his  way  to  the  pkce  of'his^  original = residence? — He  , 
is  removed  to  Ireland. 

66,'^,  Therefore,  in  that  sense,  he  is  in  a  very  dififerent  position  to  an  English 
pauper? — The  English  pauper  is  removed  back  to  his  own  parish. 

6^4.  Do  you  not  think  that  in  auy  alteration. in  the  law,  some  pro Wsion  ought 
to  be  made  for  removing  the  Irishman  to  his  original  piaee  of  reeidenGe,  instead 
of  leaving,  him  destitute  on  the  sea-shore  wherever  he  may  happen  toland  ?— It 
would  be  more  humane,  unquestionably. 

665,  Chairman.']  The  difference  arises  from*  tliere  being  no  *  settlement  in 
Iteland  ? — I  believe  so. 
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Ur.JohnLamlerL      666.  Mr.  Maguire.']  Would  it  not  be  more  just  to  have  the  man  who  has  lived 

so  long  as  he  could  a  life  of  labour^  saved  from  actual  beggary  and  destitution  by 

8  JuD«  i860,      being  sent  to  his  own  place  instead  of  flung  on  the  shore  of  the  country  100  or 
200  miles  from  it? — Yes,  certainly. 

Mr.  JVilliam  Page,  called  in ;  and  Examined. 

^r.  W.  Page.         ggy.  Chairman.']  YOU  are  chairman  of  the  Board  of  Guardians  of  the  Not- 

' tingham  Union  ? — Of  the  Radford  Union  ;   Radford  is  close  to  Nottingham  ;  it 

adjoins  Nottingham. 

668.  Mr.  Knight,']  It  surrounds  Nottingham,  does  it  not? — Yes. 

669.  Chairman,']  Have  you  been  for  some  time  past  acting  as  a  guardian  ? — 
I  have  been  one  of  the  guardians  of  the  Nottingham  Union  for  20  years ;  in 
1849-50,  I  was  chairman  of  the  Nottingham  Union,  Upon  the  death  of 
Mr.  Morley,  about  three  years  ago,  I  was  elected  chairman  of  the  Radford 
Union. 

670.  You  have  had  experience  of  the  new  poor  law,  both  before  and  since  the 
Act  which  we  are  inquiring  into  was  passed  ? — Yes. 

671.  Has  your  attention  been  particularly  directed  to  the  operation  of  the  Irre- 
movable Poor  Act  ? — At  that  time'  I  was  very  actively  engaged  as  a  guardian  in 
Nottingham.  I  was  not  a  guardian  of  the  Radford  Union  at  the  actual  time  that 
the  law  came  into  effect. 

672.  Are  you  prepared  to  give  the  Committee  any  evidence  as  to  whether  its 
operations  have  been  beneficial  or  otherwise  ? — I  am  prepared  to  answer  any 
question  you  may  put  to  me. 

673.  What  do  you  consider  to  have  been  its  effect;  first,  do  you  think  it  has 
been  advantageous  to  the  poor  ? — ^I  do  not  think  it  has  been  of  any  real  advantage 
to  the  poor,  nor  yet  can  I  say,  on  the  other  hand,  that  it  has  been  any  oppression 
on  the  poor  at  all.  They  have  had  advantages  in  some  instances,  and  they  have 
not  in  others. 

674.  In  the  union  which  you  are  speaking  of,  which  I  suppose  is  that  of  which 
you  are  chairman  of  the  Board,  have  you  found  poor  people  have  come  in  there 
and  acquired  the  privilege  of  being  irremovable ;  have  you  found  that  a  great 
number  of  poor  have  acquired  irremovability  in  the  union  with  which  you  are 
best  acquainted  ?— Yes ;  1  have.  >     t.t     j     1 

675.  Those  poor  would  have  been  removed  but  for  the  law  ?— No  doubt 
f»  '4. 

676.  That  you  consider  an  advantage  to  the  poor  ? — No  doubt  of  it. 

677.  Is  there  any  evil  that  you  know  of  in  their  acquiring  that  irremovability? 
—1  think  the  great  evil  is,  that  the  money  which  is  paid  to  support  them  is  taken 
from  a  fund  which  is  very  improperly  apportioned,  inasmuch  as  I  think  those 
parties,  if  they  were  relieved  from  the  general  fund  of  the  union,  instead  of  being 
upon  the  average  of  pauperism,  it  would  be  for  the  beaefit  of  the  union  at 

^8.  Then  you  do  not  object  to  the  principle  of  the  Act,  which  gives  to  paupers 
thepower  of  being  irremovable?— Decidedly  not.  .   ,    .  ,^      ,    . 

679.  But  you  object  to  the  mode  in  which  the  rate  is  levied  for  their  support  ? 

—Yes 

680'.  I  presume  you  refer  to  the  mode  in  which  they  are  charged  upon  the 
parishes  upon  an  average  of  their  pauperism  for  three  years  past  r— Yes. 

68 1.  You  consider  that  this  rate  for  their  support  may  be  levied  m  a  more 

equitable  manner  ? — I  do.  ,  .    .  >     n/i       •       •    ♦!,„*  if 

682.  WiU  you  state  what  is  your  view  upon  the  subject  ?— My  view  ^,  that  it 
,  a  person  shall  be  living  in  the  parish  of  Sneintoa,  which  is  m  the  Radford  Union, 

an^  he  shall  become  ill,  that  he  shall  be  chargeable  to  the  common  fund  of  the 
union,  and  the  whole  of  the  expense  shall  be  paid  from  the  rateab  e  value. 

68q.  Is  your  principle  that  there  should  be  a  valuation  of  all  the  property  in 
the  union,  and  that  all  those  charges  which  faU  upon  the  common  fund,  should  be 
defrayed  by  a  rate  upon  the  value  of  the  property  ?— Yes. 

684.  Do  YOU  represent  the  opinion  of  the  Board  ?— I  believe  1  do. 

esl  Are  they  all  of  opinion  that  that  would  be  more  just,  and  that  there  is  no 
objection  to  it?-I  will  not  say  that  the  whole  of  the  guardians  are  of  that  opinion 
because  there  are  guardians  of  some  of  the  small  parishes  who  would  be  against 
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it ;  but  I  am  persuaded  that  that  is  the  opinion  of  the  majority  of  the  Board,      Mr.  TF.  Page. 

although  it  is  not  the  opinion  of  the  whole  of  the  Board.     I  am  quite  sure  it  is  

the  opinion  of  the  whole  of  the  Nottingham  Board.  8  June  i860. 

686.  Are  there  parishes  in  that  union  that  altogether  escape  contributing  to  the 
common  fund  ?— In  the  Radford  union  ? 

687.  Yes. — No;  there  are  none  that  escape. 

688.  But  which  pay  a  very  unequal  proportion  to  others? — Yes. 

689.  Have  you  any  such  case  as  we  have  heard  of,  where  they  derive  benefit 
from  labour  which  comes  from  parishes  which  are  peculiarly  burdened,  and  the 

)arishe3  to  which  it  comes  contribute  very  little  themselves  towards  the  common 
\ind? — We  have  labourers  who  live  in  Radford  and  work  in  WoUaton.  If  they 
>ecome  chargeable,  as  a  matter  of  course,  it  comes  on  the  common  fund  of  the 

union  at  Radford.     Radford  pays  12  5.  in  the  pound  for  the  maintenance  of  those 

labourers. 

690.  And  what  is  called  the  benefit  of  their  labours  is  not  derived  by  Rad- 
ford ? — It  is  derived,  inasmuch  as  they  live  in  Radford,  and  spend  their  money  in 
Radford. 

691 .  But  the  labour  is  given  elsewhere  ? — Yes.  A  man's  wife  and  family  may 
labour  in  Radford,  and  the  man  himself  may  labour  in  VVollaton. 

692.  Still  you  think  that  Wollaton  ought  to  contribute  rather  more  than  it  does 
to  the  common  fund  ? — I  think  there  ought  to  be  a  more  extended  area,  and 
Wollaton  brought  in. 

693.  What  is  the  view  of  your  Board  particularly  ;  do  they  think  that  this  is 
a  charge  which  ought  to  fall  on  the  rateable  property  of  that  particular  district, 
the  support  of  the  poor  being  a  mere  liability  on  property,  and  that  they  ought  to 
contribute  in  more  just  proportion? — I  believe  that  is  the  view  of  the  Board. 

694.  Do  you  carry  it  further  than  that  with  respect  to  irremovable  poor;  would 
you  go  so  far  as  to  suggest  a  union  rate  for  the  support  of  all  poor  ? — Individually 
for  myself  I  would  ;  but  I  cannot  speak  for  the  Board  in  that  respect.  The  parish 
of  St.  Mary's,  in  the  town  of  Nottingham,  is  a  very  large  poor  and  populous 
parish.  St.  Mary's  parish  will  be  very  much  improved  by  the  buildings  which 
will  be  erected  under  the  Enclosure  Act;  it  will  benefit  that  parish  in  so  far  as 
regards  the  amount  which  each  individual  will  have  to  coatribute  to  the  relief  of  the 

Eoor.  St.  Mary's  parish  pays  12-14ths  of  the  expenditure  on  account  of  persons  who 
ecome  sick  and  are  irremovable  ;  the  parish  of  St.  Nicholas  pays  l-14th,  and  the 
parish  of  St,  Peter  pays  the  other  14  th.  Although  I  am  a  large  ratepayer  in  the 
parish  of  St.  Nicholas,  I  consider  it  very  unjust  towards  the  parish  of  St.  Mary  that 
they  should  be  obliged  to  pay  so  large  a  proportion.  The  parish  of  St.  Mary  con- 
tributes a  considerable  amount  more  money  than  either  of  the  other  parishes  do- 

695.  If  one  parish  has  fewer  poor  than  another,  do  you  ascribe  that  to  accident 
or  good  fortune,  or  better  management? — I  ascribe  it  to  the  locality,  in  a  great 
measure. 

696.  You  think  it  has  nothing  to  do  with  management? — It  has  nothing  at 
all  to  do  with  management.  I  ascribe  it  to  the  locality,  inasmuch  as  the  parish  of 
St.  Nicholas  is  an  old  parish.  ITiere  is  very  liitle  land  in  St.  Peter's  parish,  and 
the  whole  of  the  small  houses  that  were  built  were  in  St.  Mary's  parish. 

697.  Is  there  any  pulling  down  of  cottages  in  St.  Nicholas',  or  the  other 
parishes?— No,  there  is  not. 

698.  You  have  expressed  an  opinion  rather  in  favour  of  union  rating,  and  do 
not  attach  much  im]Jortance  to  local  management ;  you  think  you  could  manage 
or  administer  the  relief  as  effectually  if  you  administered  it  for  the  whole  union 
as  for  the  parishes  ? — I  do,  most  decidedly. 

699.  You  do  not  attach  much  importance,  then,  to  the  vigilance  of  local 
authorities? — ^There  would  be  just  the  same  vigilance  exercised  by  local  autho- 
rities, inasmuch  as  the  parishes  would  send  the  same  representatives  to  the 
Boards  oF  Guardians. 

700.  Is  it  not  the  case  that  guardians  of  particular  parishes  look  much  sharper 
after  their  own  settled  poor  than  those  which  are  chained  on  the  union  fund  ? — 
I  never  noticed  that  in  the  town  of  Nottingham,  and  I  never  do  in  the  Radford 
Union. 

701.  You  think  there  would  be  quite  as  much  attention  paid,  and  not  worse 
economy,  if  there  was  union  rating  ? — I  am  only  speaking  to  the  union  that  I 
know  of. 

702.  That  is  the  result  of  your  experience  for  20  years? — It  is. 

0.95.  E  3  703-  Mr. 


Digitized  by 


Google 


38  MINUTES  OF  EVIDENCE  TAKEX  BEFORE  THE 

Mr.  IF,  Page.  703.  Mr.  Barrow.]  Have  you  found  that  the  mode  of  assessing  the  proportions 

of  the  charges  for  the  removal  of  paupers  varies  in  the  three  parishes  in  your 

8  June  i860.       union  of  Radford? — No  doubt  of  it. 

704.  You  say  that  the  paiish  of  St,  Mary's  pays  12-14ths  of  the  charge,  and 
that  the  other  '2-14ths  are  paid  by  the  two  smaller  parishes? — Yes. 

705.  And  that  the  rateable  value  of  St.  Mary's  is  not  12-14th3  of  the  whole 
rateable  value  of  the  union  ? — That  I  cannot  tell. 

706.  If  it  were,  they  are  paying  no  more  than  their  share  in  Nottingham  ? — 
The  rateable  value  in  St.  Mary's  parish,  in  1852,  was  11.6,8147.  Is.  The  rate- 
able value,  in  the  parish  of  St.  Nicholas,  was  21,523/,;  and  the  rateable  value, 
in  the  parish  of  St.  Peter's,  was  20,752/.  lo  1859,  the  rateable  value,  in  the 
parish  of  St,  Mary's,  was  169,148/.  16s.  The  rateable  value,  in  St.  Nicholas  s, 
was  22,202 ;  and  the  rateable  value,  in  St.  Peter's,  was  22,134/. 

707.  Therefore  the  parish  of  St.  Mary's  is  not  12-14ths  of  the  rateable  value 
of  the  whole  property  of  the  union  ? — No. 

708.  And,  consequently,  it  pays  more  than  its  share  of  the  irremovable  poor, 
according  to  the  rateable  value  ? — No  doubt. 

709.  Then,  with  regard  to  your  union,  the  Radford ;  I  understood-you  to  say 
that  the  parish  of  Radford  paid  12s,  in  the  pound,  and  the  other  two  parishes 
paid  tlie  other  8s.  ? — 1  can  give  you  the  actual  amount.  Radford  paid  lis,  7a. ; 
Lenton,  4s.  Sid.;  and  Sneinton,  4  s.  15  d.  in  the  pound. 

710.  What  is  the  net  rateable  value  of  those  tliree  parishes  r— In  1859,  the  net 
rateable  value  of  the  parish  of  Radfoi-d  was  22,794/,  14  s. ;  of  Lenton,  20,000  /, ; 
and  Sneinton,  22,000  /. 

71 1.  The  Radford  pays  very  nearly  12s.  in  the  pound  upon  the  rateable  value 
of  22,794/.,  and  another  parish  of  equal  value  to  the  same  union  is  paying  less 
than  half? -Yes,  ,  ,      , 

7 1 2.  Each  of  the  other  two  parishes  in  the  same  union,  of  nearly  equal  value 
to  the  Radford,  pays  4s.  against  11*.  ?— Yes.  .1.1.. 

713.  That  has  arisen  from  the  fact  that  the  averages  of  those  parishes  being 
taken  on  the  pauperism  of  1836,  and  the  pauperism  by  the  law  of  settlement 
having  increased  since,  in  consequence  of  the  alteration  of  the  law  of  ^ttlement, 
the  averages  have  continued  to  be  taken  on  the  old  scale  of  pauperism  ?— Yes. 

714.  Have  those  parishes  materially  increased  in  value  and  in  population  since 
1836  ? — They  have. 

715.  And  they  probably  contain  now  nearly  as  many  irremovable  poor  as 
Radford  ? — I  should  say  they  do.  t»  jr  _j        j    u 

716.  They  contribute  as  much  burden  to  the  union  as  Radford,  and  they  pay 
considerably  less  than  half  what  Radford  pays  ?— Sneinton  contributes  conside- 

rably  more.  ,      j  1  • 

717.  You  say  it  contributes  considerably  more  to  the  burden  on  the  union 
with  regard  to  the  iriemovable  poor  who  live  in  it  ? — Yes,  it  does. 

718.  But  in  consequence  of  the  system  of  averages,  and  in  consequence  of 
the  charge  being  assessed  on  the  parishes  by  the  averages  instead  of  by  the 
actual  value,  Sneinton  contributing  as  much  as  Bradford  to  the  burden,  con- 
tributes to  tiie  payment  less  than  one-half? — Yes. 

719.  That  is  also  the  case  with  Lenton  ? — No. 

720.  Very  nearly ;  because  the  rateable  value  of  Lenton  is  20,000  /.,  and 
Sneinton  is  22,000  /.  ?— Lenton  has  not  so  many  irremovable  poor. 

721.  The  recent  manufactories  which  have  been  established  in  Nottingham, 
I  suppose,  draw  a  good  manv  labourers  from  Sneinton,  being  a  nearer  point  ?— 
It  is  very  little  nearer ;  there'  is  a  worse  cluss  of  houses  built  in  Sneinton  than 

in  Lenton. 

722.  Those  houses  collect  the  irremovable  poor  there  ? — Yes. 

723.  Mr.  Knight.]  If  all  union  chargeability  were  done  away  with,  and  each 
parish  maintained  its  own  poor,  would  not  that  relieve  Radford  a  great  deal  ?— 
It  would,  as  far  as  regards  the  Radford  Union. 

724;  With  regard  to  the  figures  which  you  have  givem  relating  to  the  Not- 
tingham Union  in  the  years  1852  and  1859,  I  find  that  the  overburdened 
parish  of  St.  Mary  increased  in  those  seven  years  from  116,000/.  to  169,000/., 
which' is  an  inci-ease  of  53,D00/.  in  seven  years  ?— I  should,  say  that  that  parish 
has.  increased  fully  that,  if  not  more. 

725.  While  the  parish  of  St.  Nicholas  increased  less  than  1,000  /.,  and  the 
parish  of  St.  Peter  very  little  more  than.  1,000  /.  ?— Yes. 
*^  -^  72/i.  Do 
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726.  Do  j^ou  not  think  it  right  and  just  that  a  parish  of  that  kind,  which  has     ifr.  W.  Page. 

so  increased  in  value,  should  pay  rather  more,  because  no  doubt  it  was  from  the 

labour  of  the  population  that  they  acquired  that  great  increase  of  value? — I  do       8  June  i860, 
not  think  it  was  Bt  all. 

727.  You  do  not  think  that  that  increase  in  value  is  owing  to  the  labouring 
population  that  live  there? — Not  at  all.  Nottingham  had  an  Inclosure  Act 
passed  in  1846.  At  first  the  land  was  very  difficult  to  sell,  but  since  that  Act 
passed  there  has  been  a  large  number  of  buildings  erected  on  that  land,  which  has 
increased  the  value  of  the  property,  and  consequently  increased  the  value  of  the 
rates  of  the  houses  which  have  been  built  upon  the  inclosure.  They  cannot,  as 
they  ought  to  have  been,  be  built  for  the  benefit  of  the  poor,  inasmuch  as  every 
house  that  is  built  must  be  built  with  rooms  above.  They  must  be  a  certain  class ; 
consequently  the  houses  which  are  built  on  the  new  inclosure  can  be  of  no  benefit 
to  the  poor  of  the  town  of  Nottingham. 

728.  C/mirman.]  Do  you  mean  that  they  are  too  highly  rented  ? — ^Ycs.  They 
cannot  be  built  so  that  the  poor  can  live  in  them. 

729.  Is  that  provided  for  in  the  Inclosure  Act?— That  is  one  of  the  clauses. 

730.  Sir  fV.  Miles.']  But  still  if  the  parish  has  increased  in  value  in  a  certain 
number  of  years  to  the  extent  of  69,000  /.,  the  rate-payers  in  that  parish,  when 
they  have  that  69,000  /.  added  to  the  union  value,  are  better  enabled  to  pay  the 
rate  than  they  were  14  years  ago,  when  tt  was  only  110,000  /.  ? — I  do  not  s^y 
that  they  are  better  enabled  to  pay  it ;  it  is  a  less  burden  on  the  rate- payers. 

731.  Mr.  Knight.']  Vou  think  it  will  be  a  much  less  burden  for  the  increased 
amount  of  labour  ? — No  doubt. 

732.  You  have  told  us  that  in  consequence  of  this  Inclosure  Act  there  will  be 
an  immense  increase  in  the  value  of  property,  aaid  Ifet  the  rates  will  be  lowered  ? 
— I  believe  so. 

733.  The  consequence  of  that  will  rather  tend  to  equalize  the  rates,  that  is,  to 
lower  the  rates  in  the  parish  of  St.  Mary,  and  bring  them  nearer  to  the  rates  erf 
the  other  two  parishes? — It  will,  to  a  certain  extent.  I  think  we  have  fresh 
averages  taken  every  two  or  three  years ;  and  every  time  that  the  average  has 
been  taken,  St.  Mary's  parish  has  had  consider»bly  more  to  pay  than  it  had 
before. 

734.  But  that  parish  has  become  wonderfully  richer  ? — It  is  in  consequence  of 
the  inclosure. 

735.  How  is  relief  administered  in  Nottingham ;  supposing  a  certain  number 
of  persons  are  out  of  work,  do  you  send  them  generally  to  the  union,  or  have  you 
the  test  of  the  stone-yard;  what  is  the  general  way  of  administering  relief?--- 
When  we  had  the  panic  in  Nottingham,  2,000  families  applied  at  one  time  for 
relief  within  the  week.  The  guardians  took  them  in,  and  I  think  we  had 
1,000  men  at  work  upon  the  forest.  We  employed  those  men,  and  took  therr 
labour  as  a  test.  A  great  many  of  .those  were  able-bodied  men  coming  for  relief 
in  St.  Mary'«  pari^.  In  Nottingham  Union,  if  we  think  that  a  test  ought  to  be 
applied,  we  generally  apply  the  test  of  stone-breaking,  or  we  use  the  workhouse. 
If  it  is  the  case  of  a  man  who  has  been  working  in  the  silk  trade,  and  the  stone- 
breaking  would  injure  his  hands,  the  guardians  then  give  that  man  temporary 
out-dooa*  jelief,  wad  would  write  to  the  Poor  Law  lioard  ft)r  a  confirmation  of 
that  maa  having  relief  during  the  few  weeks  that  he  might  be  out  of  employ- 
ment. 

736.  What  are  the  principal  tiades  of  Nottingham  ? — L«oe  and  hosiery. 

737.  Are  they  remittent  trades,  or  trades  ut  which  people  get  their  wages 
steadily  throughout  the  whole  yeaj  ? — They  get  their  wages  steadily  generally 
throigh  the  whole  yoHr,  There  are  times  of  bad  trade,  when  it  is  «  a  oompk^ 
stop  altogetJier;  but  I  should  say  there  are  very  few  trades  that  are  more  steady 
thwi  the  lace  trade. 

738.  But  frequently  there  is  a  nnmth  or  six  weeks  when  a  considerable  aumber 
of  men  are  out  of  work  ?— They  are  not  out  of  work  entirely,  they  go  on  half- 
time.  I  believe  there  is  a  disposition  on  thepart  of  the  manufacturers  to  keep  on 
their  hands  as  long  as  they  possibly  can.  Trie  hands  that  work  at  lace-makiag 
earn  a  good  amount  of  money.  In  feet,  when  trade  is  good,  a  man's  childix^n 
will  eam*as  much  as  he  can,  or  more;  a  man's  prosperity  depends  on  a  large 
numb3r  of  children. 

739.  When  be  gets  on  half-time  does  he  support  his  family  on  that? — They 
would  not  want  any  support  from  him,  if  they  were  10  or  11  years  of  age. 

0.95.  E  4  i^v^-    74^'  Supposing 
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Mr.  W.  Page.         740.  Supposing  men  go  on  half-time,  do  they  come  for  assistance  to  the  union? 

— If  they  did  they  would  not  get  it.     The  Nottingham  Union  lays  down  the 

8  June  i860.      principle  of  not  giving  relief  to  eke  out  wages. 

741.  Nottingham  is  not  very  heavily  rated  as  compared  with  the  rest  of 
England  ?— I  do  not  know;  I  have  not  looked  at  the  returns. 

742.  Are  the  rates  more  oppressive  than  they  were,  or  less  oppressive  than  they 
were  20  years  ago? — If  you  will  give  me  any  particular  year,  1  will  give  you  the 
statistics. 

743.  M^hat  have  they  been  for  the  last  three  or  four  years  r — For  the  last  three 
years  they  have  been  much  lower. 

744.  The  rates  have  been  much  lower,  and  the  property  which  has  to  pay  the 
rates  has  considerably  increased  in  value  ? — That  is  the  case  in  one  parish. 

745.  I  find  that  in  1842,  1843,  1844,  1845,  the  rates  were  much  higher  than 
they  are  now  ? — 1  cannot  go  beyond  1845, 

746.  Oil  the  whole,  your  complaint  is,  not  that  you  are  enormously  highly 
rated,  but  your  complaint  is  that  there  is  a  certain  difference  between  the  rates  of 
the  three  parishes  ?— No  doubt  of  it.  The  highest  rat^  in  the  pound  for  one  year 
of  St.  Mary's  has  been  6  s.  S  d.;  the  highest  rate  in  St.  Nicholas  for  one  year  has 
been  2  s.  6d.;  and  the  highest  rate  in  the  parish  of  St.  Peter  for  one  year  has 
been  2  5.  6  d.  The  lowest  rate  for  the  year  1859  in  St.  Mary's  parish  has  been 
S  s.  4  d.;  in  St.  Nicholas,  1  s.  8  df.,  and  in  St.  Peter  s,  1  s.  S  d. 

747.  Does  not  that  include  other  things  besides  the  relief  of  the  poor  ? — It  in- 
cludes the  watching  and  lighting  rates,  and  the  police  rate,  which  are  all  paid  out 
of  the  poor  rate, 

748.  Mr.  Barrow.]  It  was  suggested  to  you  that  St.  Mary's  having  increased 
in  value,  has  increased  in  payment  towards  the  common  fund ;  have  not  the 
averages  which  have  been  taken  of  the  parish  of  St.  Mary  shown  that  the  amount 
of  pauperism  has  increased  as  well  as  of  ihe  irremovable  poor? — Yes,  to  a  great 
extent,  because  the  average  is  taken  from  the  pauperism. 

749.  So  that,  in  fact,  in  the  parish  of  St.  Mary,  the  amount  of  pauperism  has 
materially  increased  ? — No  doubt. 

750.  The  difference,  as  I  understand  you,  between  the  Nottingham  Union  and 
Radford  Union  in  that  proportion,  would  be  that  the  rates  of  Sneinton  and  Lenlon 
have  been  very  materially  increased  by  new  buildings,  but  the  amount  of  their 
settled  pauperism  lias  not  increased  in  the  same  proportion  ? — It  has  not. 

751.  The  irremovable  pauperism  which  became  a  burden  on  the  union,  has 
not  increased  in  proportion  to  the  new  buildings,  but  the  settled  pauperism  not 
having  increased,  they  are  paying  now  a  considerably  less  proportion  than  the 
rateable  value  would  make  them  liable  to  r—No  doubt. 

752.  If  the  charge  were  made  according  to  the  rateable  value,  and  not  accord- 
ing to  the  averages,  then  the  increased  value  of  the  buildings  in  the  parish,  and 
the  increased  value  of  land  in  the  parish,  would  pay  according  to  its  increase, 
and  not  according  to  the  old  scale  of  pauperism  ? — Yes,  they  would  have  to  pay 
more  to  their  rates. 

753.  Then,  they  would  really  pay  more,  according  as  the  value  of  the  parish 
increased,  if  they  were  charged  according  to  the  rateable  value  r — No  doubt. 

754.  But  at  present  they  do  not  paj'  according  to  the  increase  of  rateable  value 
of  the  parish ;  but  they  pay  according  to  the  scale  of  the  whole  pauperism  ? — That 
is  the  way  the  averages  are  taken. 

755.  That  is  the  inequality  of  which  you  complain  ? — Yes. 

756.  Mr.  Knight.]  1  find  the  real  value  of  the  assessable  property  in  1843  was 
168,000  /.,  and  in  1848  it  was  286,000  /. ;  I  j)resume  there  has  been  no  complaint 
that  the  heaviness  of  the  poor  rates  has  been  so  great  as  to  keep  down  the  property 
of  the  town  ? — No  ;  it  has  not  interfered  with  Nottingham  in  its  prosperity. 

757.  Mr.  Barrow^]  Are  you  acquainted  with  the  fact  that  the  property  tax  in 
Nottingham  would  include  the  property  tax  on  the  railway,  which  has  its  prin- 
cipal office  in  Nottingham  ?  — Do  you  call  it  the  property  or  the  income  tax  ? 

758.  The  tax  which  Mr.  Knight  is  referring  to  is  the  property  tax,  and  the 
railway  would  be  a  very  considerable  addition  to  the  property  tax  of  Nottingham, 
on  account  of  the  profits  derived  from  the  portion  of  the  line  which  passes  through 
the  parish  r — I  could  not  answer  the  question  about  the  property  tax,*  because  I 
have  taken  no  notice  of  it. 

759.  The  whole  of  that  charge,  although  it  was  charged  as  property  tax  in  the 
town  of  Nottingham,  on  account  of  the  railway's  principal  office  being  in  Notting- 
ham, 
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ham,  would  not  be  charged  to  the  poor  rates  in  the  town  of  Nottingham  ;  rail-      Mr.  W.  Pope. 

ways  are  assessed  by  ihe  length  of  line  in  the  parij^hes  tljrough  which  they  run,        

and,  consequently,  Nottingham  would  assess  to  the  poor  rate  only  the  buildings       ^  ^^^^  ^^^* 
in  Nottingham,  and  the  number  of  yards  that  the  railway  runs  through  Notting- 
ham ? — There  is  very  little  of  the  railway  which  runs  through  Nottingham. 

760.  It  would  have  a  small  quantity  of  mileage  assessed  or  rated  in  Notting- 
ham ;  but  tho  property  tax  is  charged  at  Nottingham  as  being  the  principal 
ofBce  of  the  railway? — Ihere  has  been  a  rivalry  among  the  manufacturers  of 
Nottingham  as  to  who  shall  build  the  best  place,  that  is,  who  shall  have  the  most 
magnificent  warehouse.     1  hat  would  odd  a  great  deal  to  the  property  tax. 

761.  Mr.  KfiightJ]  Of  course  without  a  large  increase  of  the  population  they 
could  not  have  had  that  increase  of  wealth  ? — I  do  not  admit  that  to  be  the  fact ; 
it  is  not  the  population  that  increases  the  wealth  of  a  town  like  Nottingham,  it 
may  be  the  value  of  the  article  which  they  sell.  I  will  explain  to  the  Committee 
about  the  value  of  that  property  on  the  inclosure.  Adjoining  the  Arboretum 
eight  acres  of  land  were  sold  at  1  jr.  a  yard ;  since  the  Arboretum  has  been 
finished,  and  since  Nottingham  has  prospered,  that  land  has  been  re-sold  at  1  /.  a 
jrard.  The  man  threw  it  up  at  1 «.  a  yard,  and  the  whole  of  it  has  now  been  sold 
at  1/. 

762.  Chairman.']  How  many  parishes  are  there  in  your  union? — There  are 
three  parishes  in  Radford,  and  there  is  the  hamlet  of  Brew  house-yard,  which  is 
within  the  extra-parochial  limits  of  the  castle  of  Nottingham.  The  three  parishes 
are  Sneinton,  Lenton,  and  Radford. 

763.  How  many  parishes  are  there  in  the  Nottingham  union? — Three  parishes. 

764.  Then,  what  are  the  parishes  of  Annesley,  WoUaton,  Bilborough,  and  so 
on  ? — Those  are  parishes  which  are  adjacent  to  the  town  of  Nottingham  ;  those 
are  parishes  that  have  decreased  in  population. 

765.  You  hand  in  a  pamphlet  published  by  you,  classing  them  as  close  parishes 
and  open  parishes,  what  is  your  idea  of  close  parishes  ? — A  close  parish  derives  all 
the  advantages  from  the  labour  of  the  parish  which  is  adjacent  to  it,  and  does  not 
contribute  anything  to  the  maintenance  of  the  poor  who  may  be  in  the  union. 

766.  Doe  s  a  close  parish  mean  that  it  is  under  the  control  of  one  or  few  pro- 
prietors, who  are  able  to  keep  out  the  poor? — I  believe  it  does. 

767.  In  the  tract  to  which  I  see  your  name  appended,  you  have  specified  certain 
parishes  as  being  close  parishes  ? — Ves. 

768.  Are  all  those  six  paiishes  N^hich  you  have  described  in  the  hands  of  a  few 
proprietors? — I  can  speak  to  four  of  them  being  in  the  hands  of  four  different 
proprietors. 

769.  What  can  you  say  with  regard  to  the  two  othei  s  ? — I  cannot  speak  as  to 
Linby  or  Papplewick  ;  Annesley  belongs  to  one,  Lenton  to  another,  Bilborough 
to  another,  and  Colwick  to  another. 

770.  These  parishes  contribute  nothing  at  all  to  the  po(>r  ? — I  do  not  say  so. 

771.  Chairman.']  These  parishes  are  in  a  different  union  ? — ^They  are. 

772.  What  union  are  they  in  ? — In  the  Basford  Union. 

773.  They  appear  in  this  pamphlet,  which  is  called  ''The  Inequality  of  Rating 
to  the  Relief  of  the  Poor,"  by  yourself? — I  do  not  put  that  in  as  evidence. 

774.  This  is  a  work  called  "  The  Inequality  of  Rating  to  the  Relief  of  the  Poor, 
by  William  Page,  Esq.  ?  "—Yes. 

775.  Are  you  aware  of  the  contents  of  it^  —I  am. 

776.  Have  you  any  doubt  of  the  truth  of  what  is  here  stated  ?— I  have  not. 

777.  Six  parishes  are  here  described  as  "  close  parishes'? — Yes. 

778.  What  do  the  proprietors  of  those  parishes  contribute  to  the  poor? — That 
I  cannot  answer. 

779.  Have  you  any  reason  to  believe  that  they  contribute  anything? — I  have 
not  the  books. 

780.  Sir  E.  Grogan.]  What  idea  do  you  attach  to  the  words  "  close  parish*' 
in  this  little  book  ?  — They  are  termed  "  close  parislies"  when  they  are  under  the 
supervision  or  control  of  one  landlord.  As  soon  as  he  shall  not  require  the 
labourer,  who  will  be  required  in  a  different  parish,  for  instance,  in  Bilborough, 
the  cottage  or  house  .which  he  used  to  live  in  is  pulled  down. 

781.  Chairman.']  By  the  proprietor? — ^Yes. 

782.  For  the  purpose  of  preventing  the  people  living  in  them  ?— I  cannot  give 
vou  the  reason  why  he  did  so ;  but  it  has  been  so. 

095.  •"  F  783.  When 
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Hr.  IV.  Ptig9.  783-  When  this  proprietor  requires  labourers,  he  gets  the  labourers  from  the 

neighbouring  parish  ? — Yes. 

6  June  i860.  784.  Sir  E.  Grogan.]  Do  you  mean  by  your  definition  of  *'  close  pari;shes  "  to 

say  that  these  are  parishes  which  belong  to  a  single  proprietor,  who  may  pull 
down  the  cottages  of  the  labourers  ?  —There  is  a  great  class  of  labourers  who  go 
from  one  parish  to  another  to  work. 

785.  I  want  to  know  what  is  the  definition  of  the  words  "  close  parish"  in 
your  hook  ? — The  definition  of  a  "  close  parish  "  is,  that  it  belongs  to  one  indi- 
vidual, and  it  has  not  increased  in  population  as  other  parishes  have  which  are 
adjoining,  and  which  belong  to  many  individuals. 

7S6.  Chairman.]  With  that  you  connect  the  circumstance  of  the  cottages  which 
used  to  be  there,  where  persons  used  to  live,  having  been  pulled  down  ? — No 
doubt. 

787.  Have  you  a  doubt  that  that  is  an  advantage  to  the  property  in  those 
parishes? — It  may  be  an  advantage  to  the  property  in  those  parishes,  inasmuch 
as  they  would  not  have  any  poor  to  be  chargeable  to  the  union  fund  ;  conse- 
quently, when  the  average  is  taken  on  the  amount  of  pauperism  to  charge  the 
difierent  parishes  what  they  shall  contribute  to  the  unions  which  they  are  annexed 
to,  they  would  have  nothing  at  all  to  pay. 

788.  Is  that  the  kind  of  inequality  and  injustice  which  you  come  here  to 
complain  of? — That  is  one  part  of  it ;  hut  the  great  inequality  arid  injustice  that 

I  come  here  to-day  to  complain  of  is,  that  Sneinton,  and  Lenton,  and  Radford 
shall  be  in  one  union;  that  a  party  shall  live  in  the  parish  of  Sneinton  ;  t!iat  his 
labour  shall  be  in  the  town  of  Nottingham ;  that  that  man  shall  become  a  lunatic ; 
that  he  should  be  sent  to  a  lunatic  asylum,  being  an  irremovable  pauper,  and 
that  he  shall  be  charged  to  the  common  fund  of  the  union,  which  common  fund 
is  derived  from  the  averages.  I  am  speaking  of  a  case  which  is  now  on  the 
books  of  the  Radford  Union,     Radford  being  a  poor  parish,  will  have  to  contribute 

II  s,  7  d.  to  that  man's  maintenance.  I^nton  will  have  to  contribute  45.  3  i  rf., 
and  Sneinton,  4^.  lid.  Now,  Radford  can  derive  no  advantage  from  this  man 
who  becomes  a  lunatic,  inasmuch  as  the  parish  does  not  know  the  mnn ;  and  the 
parish  has  to  contribute  to  the  maintenance  of  that  man's  family  11  5.  7  d.  out  of 
every  pound  that  he  costs. 

789.  No  parish  derives  much  benefit  from  a  lunatic?— No. 

790.  That  is  part  of  the  same  system  of  a  very  unequal  distribution  of  the 
liability  to  support  the  poor  ?—  Yes. 

79 1 .  Your  remedy  for  that,  as  we  have  understood,  is  to  make  the  charge  attach 
to  the  rateable  value  of  the  whole  union  ? — It  is. 

792.  Do  you  think  that  the  same  principle  ought  to  be  applied  to  the  neigh- 
bouring parishes  where  no  cottages  are  allowed  to  exist  ? — ^Yes  ;  we  have  adjoin- 
ing the  Nottingham  Union  and  Radford  Union,  Nottingham  Park,  which  is 
covered  all  over  with  very  extensive  and  very  large  villas.,  and  places  of  residence, 
which  contributes  nothing  at  all  to  the  poor. 

793.  Is  it  worth  anything^  ? — It  is  extra-parochial. 

794.  Sir  £.  Grogan.']  Who  does  it  belong  to  ? — It  belongs  to  the  Duke  of 
Newcastle. 

795.  Chairman.']  you  mean  ground  belonging  to  him  ? — ^Yes  ;  it  is  let  out  in 
ground  rents. 

796.  Are  not  these  villas  liable  to  any  poor  rate  ? — They  contribute  nothing  at 
all  to  the  poor,  because  they  have  no  poor  upon  them. 

797.  Mr.  Barrow,]  Brewhouse-yard  and  Nottingham  Park,  being  extra-paro- 
chial, have  been  added  to  this  union? — Brewhouse-yard  is  a  very  small  place, 
they  have  something  like  160  inhabitants.  Brewhouse-yard  is  a  locality  that  is 
within  the  extra-parochial  limits  of  the  Castle  of  Nottingham.  Brewhouse-yard, 
at  the  time  of  the  Poor  Law  Bill  being  brought  into  practice,  was  a  parish  of 
itself,  and  had  a  constable ;  they  had  their  own  poor  to  maintain ;  they  annexed  it 
to  the  Radford  Union. 

798.  The  park  is  still  extra-parochial? — The  park  is  a  parish  within  itself. 

799.  When  was  Brewhouse-yard  added  to  the  union  ? — Brewhouse-yard  was 
added  in  1866  to  the  Radford  Union. 

800.  Having  been  extra-parochial,  I  think  you  say,  before  ? — They  had  poor 
that  they  relieved  amongst  tnemselves. 

80 1 .  It  had  no  poor  which  caused  an  average  to  be  taken  ? — The  average  is  so 
trivial  that  it  is  hardly  taken  into  account. 

802.  All 
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802.  All  the  removable  poor  in  Brewhouse-yard  would  be  paid  for  by  the      Mr.  W.Poffi. 
uuioD,  although  contributing  next  to  nothing? — No.  ^^ 

803.  Mr.  KnightJ]  How  many  acres  are  there  in  Brewhouse-yard  ? — Not  half       8  June  iMcl 
an  acre. 

804.  That  is  not  anything  very  serious  ? — No. 

805.  Mr.  Ayrion.']  As  Qontributing  only  an  annual  sum  to  the  common  Amd, 
it  would  contribute  only  an  annual  sum  to  the  relief  of  the  poor?— Yes. 

806.  Chairman.']  As  Chairman  of  your  Board,  does  it  fell  within  your 
experience  that  a  great  number  of  Irish  become  chargeable,  and  you  have  to 
remove  them  ? — Not  in  the  Radford  Union. 

807.  Are  there  many  Irish  resident  in  Nottingham  ? — ^There  are. 

808.  Are  they  fi-equently  chargeable? — They  became  chargeable  in  cases  of 
sickness  at  the  time  of  the  panic,  I  can  speak,  from  my  own  personal  observation, 
that  there  were  many  of  the  labouring  Irish  poor  who  were  at  work  in  and  round 
about  the  neighbourhood  of  WooUaton,  living  in  the  town  of  Nottingham,  who 
threw  themselves  out  of  work  simply  for  the  sake  of  getting  on  the  parish  labour 
in  the  town  of  Nottingham,  parish  labour  being  so  much  easier  than  the  agricul- 
tural labour. 

809.  Do  you  say  that  that  was  done  by  the  Irish? — That  was  done  by  many 
Irishmen. 

8 1  o.  Did  they  get  better  paid  or  provided  for  ? — I  do  not  know  that  they  got 
better  paid,  but  the  work  was  much  easier. 

811.  There  is  no  indisposition  in  Irishmen  to  work  hard  ? — No  ;  if  a  man  looks 
after  his  labourers  he  will  make  them  work  hard. 

812.  However,  you  do  not  remove  them  at  Nottingham  when  they  become 
chargeable  ? — We  do  sometimes. 

813.  If  you  suspect  that  they  threw  themselves  out  of  work,  would  not  that  be 
the  occasion  when  you  would  remove  them  or  threaten  to  do  so? — We  had  to 
threaten  to  remove  them  under  those  circumstances ;  we  had  found  out  that  they 
threw  themselves  out  of  work;  that  was  in  1857.  We  had  1,000  men  on  the 
forest  who  were  thrown  out  of  work  by  the  bad  trade.  These  men  being  at  work 
on  the  forest,  they  worked  at  labour  which  was  not  very  profitable ;  perhaps  20 
men  would  do  half  a  day's  work  as  one  man.  They  were  merely  kept  there  to 
keep  them  out  of  mischief.  At  that  time  we  had  many  Irii^men  who  came 
among  those  men,  having  left  farmers'  work  in  the  neighbourhood  to  come  to 
work  in  the  forest. 

814.  Mr*  AyrionJ]  Why? — Because  they  got  paid  for  Imving  nothing  to  do. 

815.  Why  did  they  do  that  ? — When  you  have  got  1,000  men  having  nothing 
for  them  to  do,  and  being  bound  to  support  them,  you  must  keep  them  together 
to  keep  them  out  of  mischief. 

816.  Cfiairman.]  There  is  a  reluctance  to  remove  the  Irish  when  they  become 
chargeable  r— In  Nottingham  ? 

817.  Yes  ? — There  was  sometime  ago,  but  there  is  not  now. 

S 1 8.  Mr.  Ayrton.]  Why  did  you  not  send  them  to  the  woriihouse  ? — Because 
our  workhouses  were  very  nearly  full  at  the  time. 

819.  Were  they  quite  full? — Not  quite  full. 

820.  Mr.  H.  Herbert.']  Were  there  a  great  many  Irishmen  among  them  ? — No  ; 
we  had  some  Irishmen  who  came  away  from  farmen'  work,  and  tli^ew  themselves 
on  the  fore:?t  work.  Some  of  them  were  men  with  a  large  number  of  children, 
and  they  knew  if  they  had  children,  we  should  give  them  more  relief  then. 

821.  Did  any  other  men  besides  Irishmen  do  this  sort  of  thing? — Yes. 

822.  And  you  say  there  were  1,000  men  altogether  ? — Yes. 

823.  Can  you  give  us  any  idea  what  portion  of  those  1,000  were  Irish  ?— No ; 
I  am  speaking  of  those  that  came  under  my  own  personal  observation.  A  farmer 
told  lue  that  three  or  four  Irishmen  had  left  his  employ  to  come  and  work  in  the 
forest,  because  they  were  paid  for  doing  nothing. 

824.  Yon  have  reason  to  believe  that  the  English  were  paid  to  do  tlie  same 
thing  ? — I  have  no  doubt  of  it. 

825.  Mr.  Ayrton.]  What  induced  you  to  offer  the  people  more  remuneration 
for  less  work  than  they  could  get  firom  the  farmers? — We  did  not  do  that ;  when 
you  are  placed  in  the  position  of  having  a  certain  number  of  men  thrown  out  of 
employment,  as  we  were  at  Nottingham^  at  that  time,  you  nmst  find  sumethtog 
for  those  men  to  do  to  prevent  riot  and  confusion  in  the  streets  of  yoni  town  y  we 
found  we  could  do  that  by  sending  them  into  the  forest,  and  giving  them  a  certain 
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M/.  W.  Page,      class  of  work  to  do.     By  doing  that  you  are  enabled  to  relieve  them,  and  the 

Poor  Law  Board  do  not  stop  it. 

8  June  i860.  826.  According  to  your  statement,  you  gave  to  these  people  out  of  work 

higher  wages  for  the  work  they  did  than  they  get  from  the  farmers  ? — ^No ;  I  did 
not  say  that.  We  gave  a  man,  with  two  children,  8  ^.  a  week.  If  a  man  had 
three  or  four  children,  we  gave  him  9  «.  or  10  s.  a  week.  They  were  all  thrown 
^  out  of  employment,  and  we  had  to  maintain  a  man  and  his  family  at  the  same 
time.  What  I  stated  was,  that  the  men  left  their  work,  as  agricultural  labourers, 
and  came  to  the  forest,  because  they  got  wages  for  doing  no  work. 

827.  Sir  E.  Grogan.l  What  was  the  rate  of  farmers'  wages  at  that  time  ? — 
I  cannot  say. 

828.  Was  it  9^.  a  week?— Yes;  you  would  get  nobody  to  work  at  9^.  a 
week  then. 

829.  Was  it  18  5.  a  week  ? — I  should  think  it  was  about  12  s. 

830.  What  would  you  have  given  to  an  able-bodied  man,  with  three,  four,  or 
five  children  ? — We  should  have  given  him  10  5. 

831.  That  IS,  you  would  have  given  him  nearly  the  same  wages  for  doing 
nothing  at  all  that  the  farmers  were  giving? — Yes ;  we  were  bound  to  do  that. 

832.  Chairman.']  That  was  in  a  time  of  panic? — Yes. 

833.  Sir  E.  Grogan.]  Are  you  aware  of  what  allowance  was  being  made  by 
the  trades  unions  at  that  time? — There  are  no  unions  in  Nottinghgon  of  that 
kind. 

834.  Are  there  no  trade  unions  in  Nottingham  ? — Yes ;  as  far  as  regards  lace- 
makers  and  bricklayers ;  but  as  to  agricultural  labourers,  I  am  not  aware  that 
there  are  any  unions  of  the  kind. 

835.  What  was  the  allowance  made  to  those  men  who  were  out  of  work  r — 
They  could  not  have  found  any  means  to  have  given  the  men  anything. 

836.  I  am  speaking  of  the  other  trades  in  Nottingham  to  which  you  have 
referred ;  what  was  the  allowance  made  to  the  men  from  the  trade  unions  r — 
I  am  not  aware. 

837.  Sir  E.  Grogan.]  Did  it  ever  amount  to  9  «.  a  week? — 1  am  not  aware  of 
what  they  allow. 

838.  chairman.]  Looking  at  the  purpose  for  which  we  are  assembled  here,  can 
you  state  whether  there  is  any  apprehension,  on  the  part  of  the  guardians  at 
Nottingham,  of  an  increased  burden  on  the  union  in  consequence  o  this  irre- 
movable Act  r — No ;  I  do  not  think  that  there  is. 

839.  Would  you  consider  that  if  the  time  of  residence  were  reduced,  that  there 
would  then  be  an  increase  of  this  class  of  poor  ? — I  believe  there  would,  to  a 
certain  extent,  because  it  would  give  them  a  greater  facility  for  saying  that  ihey 
have  lived  in  such  a  court  or  such  an  alle}^  for  so  many  years,  whereas  at  present, 
the  time  being  five  years*  residence,  we  can  send  down  and  make  an  inquiry 
whether  these  parties  have  stopped  there  at  all ;  I  may  tell  you  that  at  Notting- 
ham the  county  is  so  dovetailed,  as  that  a  man  may  say  he  is  living  in  one 
parish,  and  then  will  go  to  the  bottom  of  the  street  and  say  he  is  living  in 
another. 

840.  You  could  also  make  that  inquiry  if  the  residence  was  only  three  years  r 
— ^Yes ;  we  could. 

841.  You  do  not  think  it  would  be  a  source  of  alarm  to  the  guardians  if  the 
residence  were  reduced  ? — No,  I  do  not. 

842.  You  do  not  feel  yourselves  over-populated  there? — Not  at  all. 

843.  You  do  riot  object  to  the  people  coming  there  and  looking  for  work?  — 
Not  if  they  can  be  of  any  use. 

844.  You  talked  of  a  person  not  knowing  exactly  in  what  parish  he  lived,  the 
line  being  so  indefinite ;  would  you  olyect  to  the  residence  being  in  the  union, 
and  not  merely  in  one  parish ;  you  know  the  operation  of  the  Act  ? — Yes,  very 
well. 

845.  According  to  that  a  person  must  reside  in  one  parish  during  five  years? — 
Yes ;  and  if  he  goes  to  reside  in  another  parish  he  becomes  removable,  in  conse- 
quence of  breaking  his  residence. 

846.  It  has  been  suggested  that  the  residence  should  be  in  the  union,  and  not 
in  any  one  particular  parish  of  that  union? — 1  should  not  object  to  it,  provided 
that  the  whole  of  the  union  was  charged,  instead  of  being  taken  on  averages. 

847.  You  would  not  object  to  it  on  account  of  the  increased  facility  of  getting 

irremovability  ? — No. 

^  848.  All 


Dlgitiz^e^fbA^OOgle 


SELECT  COMMTTEE  ON  IRREMOVABLE  POOR.  45 

848.  All  you  object  to  is  the  unequal  way  in  which  the  charge  is  distributed  ? —  Mr.  W.  Page. 
Yes.  

849.  Mr.  Barrow,]  Do  you  see  no  difficulty  with  respect  to  ascertaining  the  8  June  i86o« 
extent  of  a  man's  residence  ?     If  a  njan  were  to  account  tor  five  years,  and  say  he 

had  been  12  months  at  Radford,  11  months  af  Sneinton,  and  another  year  and  a 
month  at  Lenton,  do  you  think  it  would  not  involve  you  in  some  difl5culty  ? — I 
was  asked  whether  I  saw  any  difficulty  about  his  beinj;  chargeable  to  the  union, 
going  from  one  parish  to  another  in  the  same  union,  which  is  not  breaking  his 
residence ;  I  say  I  do  not  see  that  there  is  any  difficulty  unless  he  were  to  remove 
into  another  union. 

850.  If  you  extended  the  area  of  irremovability  to  so  great  an  extent  in  such 
4)opulous  manufacturing  villages,  or  rather  towns,  as  your  three  parishes  are,  would 
it  not  increase  very  much  the  difficulty  of  ascertaining  whether  the  residence 

^claimed  had  really  existed  ? — You  would  increase  the  facility  of  ascertaining ; 
because  if  a  person  told  you  that  he  lived  at  such  a  parish  you  would  only  have 
to  inquire  whether  it  was  the  fact.     I  do  not  see  any  difficulty  myself. 

851.  Sir  jE.  Groga?^]  Can  you  see  any  practical  difficulty  when  a  man  claims 
five  years'  residence  in  a  union  divided  into  three  parishes,  as  your  union  is,  in 
ascertaining  the  fact  at  the  time  of  the  claim,  and  thereupon  give  him  a  certifi- 
cate?—You  will  have  to  make  an  entry  that  he  did  live  five  years  in  the 
tinion  ;  you  would  not  give  him  a  certificate  unless  you  were  satisfied  upon  that 
point. 

852.  Do  you  see  any  difficulty  in  the  Board  satisfying  themselves  that  the 
claim  so  made  was  true  and  well  founded  ? — How  could  they  prove  it  ? 

853.  Chairman.']  What  proof  do  you  take  now  with  regard  to  irremovability  ; 
do  you  not  take  the  man's  word  at  first  ? — You  must  first  of  all  make  an  inquiry, 
and  you  ask  him,  in  what  street  he  lived ;  and  then  you  ask  him,  "  Have  you 
ever  moved  out  of  that  street  into  another  street  "  ? 

854.  That  difficulty  would  only  apply  to  the  certificate ;  if  a  man  asked  for  a 
certificate  of  a  five  years'  residence^  you  would  go  into  that  inquiry  before  you 
gave  it  him ;  supposing  it  were  ])rovided  by  law  that  a  man  should  obtain  a  cer- 
tificate of  five  years'  residence,  it  would  not  be  more  difficult  to  ascertain  whether 
what  he  stated  was  true  than  it  is  now  ? — Decidedly  not. 

8.55.  Mr.  LochhartJ]  In  the  one  case  the  onus  of  proof  would  he  upon  the 
man  that  he  had  resided  for  five  years  in  a  particular  union  ? — Unquestionably. 

856.  If  the  man  were  applying  for  relief,  the  burden  of  proving  that  he  was 
not  entitled  would  then  be  upon  the  guardians  ? — Yes. 

857.  Sir  jE.  Grogan,]  Assuming  a  pauper  to  be  entitled  to  a  certificate,  and         ^ 
he  had  resided  in  another  union,  where  work  was  abundant,  and  became  charge- 
able to  that  union,  do  you  see  any  injustice  in  his  being  remitted  to  the  quasi 
settlement  he  had  obtained  in  your  union  ? — It  would  be  just  the  same  as  getting 

the  man  s  birth  settlement. 

858.  Can  you  see  any  injustice  or  difficulty  in  such  an  arrangement  ? — I  should 
not  like  to  give  a  hasty  opinion  upon  that,  because  that  is  a  subject  which  requires 
great  consideration. 

859.  Mr.  Ayrton.']  Can  you  see  any  possible  reason  why  a  particular  parish 
should  undertake  to  maintain  a  man  if  he  should  happen  to  fall  sick  in  that  parish 
unless  he  has  lived  in  that  parish  five  years,  rather  than  that  any  other  part  of  the 
country  should  undertake  that  charge  ?— If  he  were  sick  he  would  be  chargeable 
to  the  parish  he  was  then  in ;  he  would  not  then  be  removable. 

860.  Upon  what  ground  do  you  think  that  three  years  would  be  the  proper 
time  for  a  man  to  reside  before  he  became  irremovable  ? — The  question  that  was 
asked  me  did  not  refer  to  any  particular  time. 

86 1 .  Upon  what  view  do  you  form  an  opinion  that  any  number  of  years  or  any 
particular  time  of  continuous"  residence  should  be  necessary  to  make  a  man  irre- 
movable ? — That  is  not  my  opinion  at  all ;  my  opinion  is,  that  wherever  a  man  is 
he  should  be  chargeable. 

862.  You  do  not  see  that  it  is  necessary  for  a  man  to  have  been  residing  in  a 
parish  any  particular  time  to  be  irremovable  ;  you  think  he  should  be  chargeable 
wherever'he  falls  ill  ? —Wherever  he  falls  ill  or  becomes  destitute. 

863.  Mr.  Maguire.]  Would  that  be  of  great  service  to  the  poor  man?— No  doubt. 

864.  Mr.  Ayr  ion.]  Then  he  would  have  no  motive  to  remain  in  one  particular 
place,  but  he  would  go  to  ihe  place  where  he  was  most  likely  to  find  work  ? — Most 
undoubtedly  he  would. 
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Mr.  W.  Page.         865.  You  think  the  tendency  of  the  present  law  is  rather  to  keep  a  man  in  the 

place  where  he  is  least  wanted,  instead  of  encouraging  him  to  go  where  he  is  most 

8  JuM  i860,  wanted  ?— No  doubt.  We  had  a  man  who  came  from  Lancashire  tryino-  to  get 
two  or  three  famiUes  from  our  union  to  go  to  work  in  Lancashire!^  Those 
parties  had  been  paupers  in  the  Radford  Union,  and  they  refused  to  go,  because 
they  said  if  they  could  not  get  work  in  Lancashire  they  would  be  liable  to  be 
removed  back  again. 

866.  Chahifnan.']  Where  was  their  home  ?—  Radford. 

867.  Mr.  Ayrton.]  Suppose  working  people  were  allowed  to  move  about  freely, 
do  you  think  the  result  would  be  in  gomg  from  one  parish  into  another,  that  the 
charge  would  become  very  much  the  same,  supposing  the  area  of  each  were 
extended  beyond  the  small  parishes  into  the  extended  unions  ?-« I  have  no  doubt 
It  would  with  the  honest  and  independent  labourer;  but  you  would  create  a 
class  of  vagrants,  and  give  more  facQities  for  their  being  vagrants  than  there 
are  at  the  present  time. 

868.  What  is  the  facility  for  becoming  vagrants  to  which  you  allude?— The 
facility  for  a  man  who  is  getting  relief  in  Nottingham  Union,  for  becoming  a 
vagrant  is,  that  by  the  present  system  you  give  him  relief,  and  then  lie  must 
break  a  certain  amount  of  stones,  and  then  you  give  him  his  breakfast  and  turn 
him  out  again. 

869.  What  is  to  prevent  that  man  going  into  another  imion  and  asking  for 
relief? — He  would  do  so. 

870.  How  does  the  present  law  differ  from  that  to  which  I  have  alluded  ? The 

present  law  is,  that  you  take  a  vagrant  in,  you  give  him  his  bed  and  his  breakfast, 
and  you  turn  him  out  on  his  road  the  next  morning. 

87 1 .  I  am  assuming  that  the  law  remains  the  same ;  how  would  there  be  any 

increased  facilities  for  vagrancy,  assuming  there  to  be  no  change  in  the  law  ? 

There  are  a  certain  number  of  persons  who  go  round  from  union  to  union  through 
the  year  begging,  and  in  my  opinion,  whenever  those  men  found  a  union  which 
fed  them  better  or  looked  after  them  better  than  another  union,  they  would  stop 
there. 

872.  That  would  be  the  fault  of  the  union,  because  they  choose  to  feed  the 
pauper  better  than  other  unions  r — No  doubt. 

873.  Do  you  not  consider  that  feeding  paupers  better  in  that  way,  is  a  great 
injury  to  society,  and  that  the  union  which  inflicts  that  injury  deserves  the  punish- 
ment that  it  should  pay  for  it  ? — If  there  were  one  establishecl  dietary  throughout 
the  whole  of  the  unions  in  England,  I  think  they  would  not  care  so  much. 

874.  Do  you  not  think,  that  if  a  union  were  visited  with  the  effects  of  the 
mismanagement  of  the  paupers  in  that  way,  it  would  tend  very  much  to  make  the 
guardians  administer  the  law  properly  as  to  pauperism  ? — I  Iwive  no  doubt  there 
is  a  class  of  men  who  are  guanlianS)  who  would  make  the  place  too  hot  for  paupers 
to  go  to  their  union  :  they  would  treat  them  in  such  a  way  that  they  would  very 
soon  leave. 

875.  If  the  result  of  treating  paupers  with  so  much  kindness,  as  to  encourage 
pauperism,  were  to  bring  paupers  into  the  union,  would  it  not  c(Hnpel  guardians 
then  to  do  their  duty,  and  administer  the  law  with  proper  severity  towards 
paupers  ?^ — You  would  find  then  that  most  of  these  paupers  would  be  in  the  large 
towns,  where  the  press  might  take  notice  of  the  matter,  and  hold  men  up  to 
contumely,  as  guardians  of  a  union  who  oppressed  the  poor. 

876.  Assuming  that  guardians  are  sensible  people,  and  do  not  care  about  the 
press,  would  they  not  administer  the  law  properly  ? — I  could  not  answer  that 
question. 

877.  Mr.  Knight.']  Do  you  think  the  feeling  of  the  country  would  permit  it,  if 
the  guardians  tried  to  drive  the  people  away  by  hardship  ? — I  do  not  think  it 
would. 

878.  That  would  have  no  effect,  because,  if  persons  could  apply  equally  every- 
where, they  would,  and  in  the  event  of  a  great  press  coming  upon  them  from  a 
neighbouring  manufacturing  um'on,  when  the  people  were  out  of  work,  the 
guardians  would  be  obliged  to  restrict  to  the  very  utmost  limits  of  the  law  the 
rehef  that  they  gave  ? — No  doubL 

879.  Mr.  Ayrtofi.']  Is  it  your  opinion  that  society  in  any  union  would  not 
support  the  guardians  in  so  administering  the  law,  as  to  discharge  charitable 
pauperism  ?— Society  would  have  a  sufficient  supervision  of  the  gnardkms  to 
know  how  they  administered  it. 

^  880.  Would 
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880.  Would  not  the  society  within   the  union? — I  should  hardly  think  it  Mr.  iF. Page. 
would.  

881.  Do  you  think  that  the  guardians  would  be  unable  to  administer  the  law  8  Jone  i860, 
with  such  stringency  as  to  prevent  people  becoming  unnecessarily  chargeable 

upon  the  rates  ?—  I  do  not  understand  the  nature  of  the  question. 

882.  Chairman.]  The  meaning  of  the  question  is,  whether  you  think  the 
strictest  test  could  be  applied,  looking  to  the  feeling  of  the  country  at  present  ? — 
I  do  not  think  it  could. 

883.  You  could  not  really  apply  the  strictest  test  which  could  be  used  for 
detecting  imposture? — You  could  not. 

884.  Mr.  Ayrton.]  Do  you  not  think  you  can  apply  a  test  sufficiently  strict  to 

Erevenf  a  man  preferring  relief  from  the  rates  instead  of  other  means  of  obtaining 
is  subsistence  ?—  No  doubt ;  it  is  my  opinion  you  may  apply  that  test  by  keeping 
a  man  in  the  workhouse,  and  keeping  him  always  at  work. 

885.  Do  you  think  that  the  feelings  of  persons  residing  in  the  union  would 
in  the  least  |jrevent  the  guardians  from  discharging  that  duty  ?— It  would  then 
be  a  matter  of  pounds,  shilling  and  pence  with  the  ratepayers. 

886.  Supposing  the  ratepayers  had  to  pay  increased  rates  in  consequence  of 
the  guardians  administering  the  Poor  Lan  in  an  illegal  way,  do  you  think  that 
the  iate()ayers  would  support  the  guardians  if  they  administered  the  law  with 
sufficient  stringency  to  prevent  imposition  on  the  part  of  the  person  applying  for 
relief? — I  am  only  speaking  of  the  unions  that  1  know  of.  The  ratepayers  do 
not  know  how  the  guardians  administer  the  relief  to  the  poor ;  they  only  know 
the  expenses ;  they  do  not  know  whether  they  give  it  in  the  workhouse  or  in  the 
shape  of  out- door  relief.  I  do  not  think  the  ratepayers  generally  know  how  the 
poor  are  managed  in  the  workhouse.  If  there  are  any  complaints  made,  generally 
speaking,  the  ratepayers  side  with  the  poor.  I  think,  if  the  guardians  were  to 
exercise  very  stringent  powers,  that  the  ratepayers  would  rather  side  with  the  poor 
than  with  the  guardians. 

887.  Then  no  injustice  would  be  done  to  the  ratepayers  if  they  had  to  pay 
higher  rates  for  the  relief  of  the  poor? — Decidedly  not 

888.  Chairman.']  Do  you  think  the  ratepayers  vary  much  in  their  opinion  as 
to  what  is  sufficiently  stringent  with  regard  to  the  administration  of  the  Poor 
Law  r — ^No  doubt. 

889.  It  is  a  question  which  requiries  the  exercise  of  very  great  discretion  and 
judgment  on  the  part  of  the  persons  who  have  to  administer  it  ? — No  doubt. 

890.  You  have  no  doubt  that  the  law  might  be  more  stringently  administered 
than  it  is,  but  that  that  is  not  the  case  out  of  deference  to  the  feelings  of  the 
ratepayers? —  Precisely. 

891.  Mr.  Maguire.\  Is  not  the  stone-breaking  test  quite  sufficient  to  prevent 
imposture  ? — Yes,  if  properly  applied. 

892.  Where  it  is  properly  applied  is  it  not  a  suflficient  protection  ? — Yes. 

893.  Is  is  not  a  sufficient  protection  for  the  ratepayers  against  fraud  wherever 
it  is  properly  applied  ? — It  is,  wherever  it  is  properly  applied,  and  they  break  by 
measure. 

894.  You  stated,  did  you  not,  that  a  very  large  number  of  agricultural  labour- 
ere  left  their  employment  to  get  easier  work  fit)m  your  guardians? — No ;  I  said 
I  knew  personally  three  or  four  who  did  so. 

895.  Sir  W.  Miles.]  And  they  were  Irish? — Yes. 

896.  Mr.  Mayuire.]  Do  you  think  still  that  there  were  a  small  number  who 
left  their  employment  as  agricultural  labourers  for  the  sake  of  getting  employment 
in  the  forest? — Three  or  four. 

897.  Is  that  within  your  own  knowledge  ? — ^Yes. 

898.  Your  experience  does  not  go  beyond  that  number  ?— It  does  not 

899.  Is  not  Irish  labour  of  very  great  importance  to  the  farmers  of  your  dis- 
trict ? — I  believe  it  is. 

900.  Do  you  find  the  Irish  labourers  unwilling  to  give  a  fair  amount  of  work 
for  the  pay  that  they  receive  from  the  farmers  ? — Not  being  a  farmer,  that  is  a 
question  which  1  cannot  answer. 

901.  Are  they  in  the  habit  of  removing  Irish  paupers  from  Nottingham? — 
They  have  not  been  in  the  habit  of  doing  so  of  late  years. 

902.  Did  you  ever  find  a  case  where  a  man  moved  from  one  parish  to  another 
ia  a  union  that  he  was  removed  back  again  ? — In  Nottingham. 

903.  Yes  ? — No,  I  do  not  think  I  have. 
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Mr.  W.  Page.         Q04.  Does  that  happen  in  your  own  union  of  Radford  ? — We  have  very  few 

•  Irish  in  Radford. 

8  June  i860.  905.  Is  it  the  fact  that  a  man  can  be  removed  from  one  parish  to  another  in 

the  uiiion  ? — If  he  became  chargeable  he  would  then  be  removed  by  the  Notting- 
ham Union,  but  as  soon  as  you  attempt  to  remove  him  he  takes  himself  off  from 
the  chargeability.  As  soon  as  you  attempt  to  remove  an  Irishman,  when  he  be- 
comes chargeable  as  a  removeable  pauper,  he  then  takes  himself  off  to  another 
union. 

90l>.  You  do  not  proceed  further  ? — ^You  cannot. 

907.  Does  not  that  act  injuriously  to  the  poor  man,  if  he  is  really  destitute? 
Suppose  a  map,  whether  from  want  of  employment  or  some  peculiar  cause,  be- 
comes destitute  and  applies  for  relief,  is  it  not  very  injurious  to  him  if  your  threat 
of  removal  prevents  him  from  receiving  relief  ?—•  No  doubt  of  it. 

908.  Is  it  not  in  that  case  a  hardship  on  the  poor  man  ? — No  doubt. 

909.  Could  you  not  at  the  same  time  guard  yourself  against  imposture  by  the 
stringent  applicatiop  of  the  several  tests  which  are  adopted? — You  would  apply 
the  test  of  the  workhouse.  If  an  able-bodied  man  comes  to  you  when  he  is 
removable  by  law,  you  have  no  power  of  giving  that  man  work,  either  in  the 
workhouse  or  out  of  it,  without  removing  him  to  his  place  of  settlement.  I  am 
not  going  to  say  that  is  not  a  great  hardship,  because  I  believe  it  is  a  great 
hardship. 

910.  Does  it  not  happen  very  frequently  that  where  a  poor  person  applies  for 
relief  that  he  is  put  into  the  stone-yard  ? — Very  frequently. 

91 1.  Is  not  that  quite  sufficient  to  deter  men  from  attempting  to  get  relief  a 
second  time? — 

912.  Is  it  not  in  the  power  of  the  Board  of  Guardians  not  to  remove  the 
applicants  for  relief? — That  is  what  I  think  ought  to  be  in  the  discretion  of  the 
Board  of  Guardians. 

913.  Does  not  such  a  power  exist  at  present  ? — It  does  exist  to  a  certain  extent ; 
if  you  give  a  man  relief  who  has  become  destitute  in  consequence  of  being  thrown 
out  of  work,  the  guardians  have  the  power  to  continue  it  by  writing  to  the  Poor 
Law  Board,  and  asking  them  to  confirm  the  order  that  the  guardians  have  made. 

914.  It  is  not  obligatory  on  the  Board  of  Guardians  to  remove  a  man  because 
they  have  given  him  a  httle  temporary  relief? — ^They  would  not  think  of  such  a 
thing. 

9 1 5.  Therefore  they  have  the  power  of  relieving  by  applying  the  stone-breaking 
test? — Yes,  they  have;  but  I  do  not  know  that  they  would  if  the  man  does  not 
belong  to  them,  because  they  would  be  applying  the  funds  of  the  ratepayers 
improperly  if  they  gave  that  man  relief  without  seeking  to  find  out  his  proper 
parish. 

91 6.  I  am  speaking  of  the  Irish-bom  ?  —Yes. 

917.  Have  the  guardians  at  the  present  moment  power,  in  case  of  an  Irishman 
applying  for  relief,  to  apply  to  him  the  stone-yard  test,  or  the  workhouse  test  ? 
— Yes. 

918.  Is  it  obligatory  on  them  to  remove  this  man  if  they  happen  to  give  him 
casual  admittance  to  the  workhouse,  or  casual  employment  in  the  stone-yard? — 
They  have  no  right,  in  their  application  of  the  funds  of  the  ratepayers,  to  give 
this  man  employment  if  he  does  not  belong  to  them,  without  finding  out  where 
his  settlement  is.  It  is  a  case  of  great  hardship  on  an  Irishman,  I  am  bound  to 
admit,  but  it  is  the  same  hardship  upon  an  English  labourer  to  be  sent  back  to 
his  own  parish,  from  which  he  has  been  away  perhaps  40  years,  and  where  he 
would  know  nobody  when  he  returned. 

g\g.  Is  it  not  a  hardship  upon  the  man  if  he  is  sent  back  to  a  place  where  he  is 
sure  that  he  will  not  get  employment? — It  is  not  for  the  guardians  to  judge  of 
that ;  if  I  were  to  speak  my  own  feelings,  having  regard  to  humanity,  I  should 
say  that  the  man  ought  to  be  relieved  where  he  is,  but  the  guardians  can  only  act 
according  to  law. 

920.  Mr.  Ayrton.]  You  said  that,  when  there  was  a  threat  of  removal,  the 
Irishman  took  himself  ofi*? — Very  frequently. 

921.  Have  you  examined  into  any  of  those  cases  to  know  what  became  of  that 
Irishman  ? — If  he  is  not  on  the  rate-books  we  take  no  more  notice  of  him. 

922.  Has  it  come  within  your  knowledge  what  the  Irishman  does  for  himself 
when  he  takes  himself  off*? — No  ;  because  that  is  a  subject  which  the  guardian:^ 
would  not  interfere  with  or  trouble  themselves  about. 

923.  Are 
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923.  Are  we  to  understand  from  you  that  he  takes  himself  off  because  he  can  Mr.  W,  Page. 

provide  for  himself  in  some  way  that  will  be  more  agreeable  to  him  than  being 

sent  back  to  Ireland  ? — We  have  had  numerous  cases  where  we  have  prepared  to  ®  ^^^^  ^^^* 
send  them  to  Ireland,  and  as  soon  as  we  have  got  the  conveyance  and  everything 

ready,  they  have  taken  themselves  away  from  the  union  altogether. 

924.  Chairman^]  Vou  mean  that  they  have  ceased  to  become  chargeable? — 
Yes. 

925.  Mr.  AyrtonJ]  Have  they  remained  in  the  union  without  receiving 
relief? — 1  do  not  think  the  guardians  trouble  themselves  about  that, 

926.  Chairman.']  The  power  of  removal  is  a  considerable  power  in  the  hands 
of  the  guardians  to  prevent  people  sacking  relief  who  do  not  need  it? — No 
doubt. 

927.  Is  it  your  opinion  that  the  power  of  removal  should  be  abolished?— That 
is  my  individual  opinion. 

92S.  Mr.  Ayrton.]  In  this  case  which  you  have  referred  to,  were  the  people 
receiving  out-door  relief,  or  were  they  in  the  workhouses-?— In  the  Nottingham 
Union  we  do  not  grant  out-door  relief  where  we  intend  to  remove. 

929.  I  am  speaking  of  the  Irish  ? — They  were  in  the  workhouse. 

930.  With  their  families? — Both  with  and  without. 

931.  Chairman.]  You  say  that  you  have  no  right  to  relieve  people  who  are 
settled  elsewhere;  what  is  your  practice  with  the  Irish  who  are  in  the  workhouse ; 
how  long  do  you  keep  them  in  the  workhouse  before  you  threaten  to  remove 
them? — We  tell  them  at  the  very  time  we  take  them  in  that  we  intend  to 
remove  them  ;  but  then  we  have  to  swear  them  to  their  settlement. 

932.  Mr.  Ayrton.]  They  are  put  to  work  in  the  workhouse  ? — Yes. 

93.^-  Chairman.]  You  have  not  any  system  of  taking  them  in  for  a  certain 
time,  but  you  take  them  in  at  once,  and  then  inquire  as  to  their  settlement  ? — 
Yes ;  and  we  take  means  for  their  removal,  if  we  know  that  they  are  removable. 

934.  Have  you  much  difficulty  in  finding  out  whether  the  statement  which 
they  make  as  to  their  being  irremovable  is  true  or  not  ? — You  have  only  the 
relieving  officer. 

935.  Do  you  send  him  down  to  the  place  where  the  pauper  has  mentioned  that 
he  has  resided? — Yes;  the  relieving  officer  takes  the  trouble  of  seeing  the  landlord, 
and  asking  for  the  house  where  he  has  resided.  We  are  not  so  particular  in  the 
Nottingham  Union  if  we  think  the  man  has  given  us  a  fair  and  honest  state- 
ment. 

936.  Do  you  know  how  many  Irish  there  are  now  dwelling  in  Nottingham?  — 
I  do  not. 

937.  Sh:  E.  Grogan.]  You  mentioned  the  case  of  a  man  coming  from  the 
Lancashire  district  in  search  of  labourers,  and  so  by  taking  thetn  away,  keeping 
them  off  your  rates,  and  they  declined  to  go ;  were  there  any  number  of  them  ?. — 
There  were  two  families :  I  only  know  of  it  through  the  clert  of  the  union  making 
a  statement  that  some  person  had  been  down  to  me  people  at  work  in  the  stone- 
yard  offering  to  take  them  into  Lancashire,  and  to  find  them  work,  but  that  they 
refused  to  go,  because  they  thought  they  might  be  sent  back. 

938.  Were  they  paupers  in  the  house  ? — ^No ;  oxie  was  taking  the  test  out  of 
the  house  by  breaking  a  certain  quantity  of  stone  in  the  day,  and  being  paid  for 
it  at  the  end  of  the  week. ) 

939.  Were  those  settled  poor  ? — Yes,  they  were  settled  poor  belonging  to  the 
parish  of  Radford. 

940.  Have  you  known  of  any  instance  vvhere  paupers,  who  have  resided  under 
three  years,  have  refused  to  take  labour  in  the  same  way  ? — I  have  not^ 

941.  Chiirm2n.]  Dd  you  continue  to  give  psople  relief  when  it  has  come 
under  your  notice  that  they  have  had  a  fair  offer  of  employment,  and  have  refused 
to  take  it  ? — I  do  not  know  whether  we  should  be  justified  in  compelling  a  man  to 
go  into  Lancashire. 

942.  You  had  them  in  the  house  ? — We  had  one  in  the  house. 

943.  Mr.  H.  Herbert.]  What  injury  would  it  have  been  to  those  paupers,  if 
they  were  liable  to  be  sent  back,  if  they  found  they  could  not  get  employment  ? — 
That  I  cannot  say ;  the  men  refused  to  go. 

944.  Mr.  Ai/rton.]  It  seems  by  your  account  that  the  people  are  exceedingly 
comfortable  in  the  workhouse  at  Nottingham,  and  also  when  they  are  employed 
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Mr- IT. Pi^c.     out  of  it;  do  you  administer  the  poor  law  with  greater  generoBity  to  the  charge- 

able  poor  than  is  ihe  case  with  the  adjoining  unions? — I  do  not  tnink  we  do. 

8  Jane  iWa  945.  Mr.  Magmre.]  If  there  is  an  advantage  in  removing  the  paupers,  you  cai^ 

more  readily  ascertain  the  truth  of  liis  residence  if  the  period  were  three  yesurs  than 

if  the  period  were  five  years  ?— Yes,  we  could  do  that. 

Q46.  You  could  more  easily  derive  informarion  by  which  your  conduct  would 
be  governed  with  respect  to  him  in  three  years  than  five  years ;  your  relieving 
officer  would  find  out  more  about  him  for  a  period  of  three  years  than  he  would 
be  able  to  do  if  the  period  were  five  years,  inasmuch  as  his  inquiry  would  extend 
over  two  additional  years  r — It  would  give  ihe  irremovable  poor  more  chance  of 
claiming  a  settlement  on  the  spot. 

947.  How  would  it  give  them  more  chances  ? — Three  years  would  give  them 
a  better  opportunity  of  proving  that  they  had  lived  in  the  unicMi  for  that  time. 

948.  It  would  not  give  them  an  undue  advantage? — No. 

949.  Would  it  not  give  the  officers  and  guardians  the  power  of  mating  more 
diligent  and  certain  inquiries,  if  you  limited  the  period  to  three  ye»tr8,  tham  if  yow 
extended  it  to  five  years  ?—  They  would  have  greater  facility  in  following  a  man 
for  three  years  than  they  would  for  five. 

9.50.  It  is  easier  to  trace  a  man's  whereabouts  for  three  years  tJian  five  yeaiv? 
— Unquestionably. 

951.  Therefore,  while  it  would  be  an  advantage  to  the  poor  man  to  diminiBb 
the  time,  it  would  also  be  an  advant£^e  to  the  guardians,  becaune  it  would  gi^e 
them  "the  means  of  inquiring  more  accurately? — It  would  have  the  tendency  ^ 
enabling  them  to  have  a  better  opportunity  of  getting  at  the  truth  of  the  man's 
statement ;  but  I  do  not  see  that  it  would  be  any  advantage  to  tiie  guardians. 

952.  If  they  had  to  extend  their  inquiry  over  a  period  of  five  years,  there  is 
the  greater  chance  that  they  would  not  have  the  same  facilities  as  they  would 
have  if  they  only  had  to  inquire  for  three  years  ?  —No  doubt. 

953.  Would  it  not  also  be  an  advantage  to  the  guardians,  inasmuch  as  tfaey 
would  have  less  to  inquire  into  the  truth  of? — As  far  as  regaitU  the  truth  of  tfcie 
man's  statement. 

954.  Chairman.]  Do  you  think  that  any  of  the  people,  when  they  come  to  you 
for  relief,  calculate  on  residing  their  five  years,  with  a  view  to  being  irremovaUe  ? 
— I  csmnot  answer  that. 

955  Sir  E.  Grogan.]  Do  you  remove  many  people  from  your  union  ? — We 
do  in  the  Radford  Union,  if  they  do  not  belong  to  us. 

956.  How  many  would  you  say  is  the  average  in  the  course  of  the  year  ? — 
That  I  cannot  answer. 

957.  As  many  as  20  ? — Considerably  more  liian  that. 

958.  Do  you  find  that  m^tny  of  those  paupers  who  have  been  so  removed,  have 
resided  five  years,  or  under  five  years?— It  diey  have  resided  five  years,  they 
would  not  be  removable. 

959.  Do  you  find  that  they  have  resided  four  and  a  half  years?— They  would 
be  removable  then. 

960.  Of  the  paupers  so  removed,  do  you  find  that  many  of  them  have  resided 
four  and  a  half  years? — I  should  say  not. 

961.  Mr.  Ayrto7i.']  You  have  stated  that  the  ratepayers  do  not  fed  much 
interest  in  the  administration  of  the  poor  law,  except  as  it  aflPects  Aem  iii  the 
amount  of  rates  ?— No,  I  did  not  state  that ;  I  think  what  I  stated  was,  that  Aey 
do  not  know  much  about  how  the  poor  are  attended  to;  they  leave  it  entirely  to 
the  guardians ;  and  if  there  were  any  complaint  by  any  pauper  in  tiie  unicm,  it 
would  very  soon  be  put  in  the  press,  and  the  guardianii  shown  up  to  tiie  rate* 
payers. 

962.  Chairman.']  The  ratepayers  elect  the  guardians?— Tliey  do. 

963.  Mr.  Ayrton.']  No  man  thinks  of  paying  wages  with  a  view  of  keeping 
the  poor  off  the  rates,  but  he  paj^s  them  what  they  will  take ;  do  you  know  of 
any  instance  of  that  sort  ? — That  is  a  question  which  I  cannot  answer,  because  I 
can  only  speak  individually.  I  do  net  think  I  shomld  pay  a  man  any  wages  to 
keep  him  off  the  rates. 

964.  Do  you  suppose  that  the  inhabitants  of  a  lai^e  parish  make  any  arrange- 
ments for  the  employment  of  labourers  ?— That  is  a  question  that  I  c^tnnot 

answer.  j    ' 
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5^65.  Do  you  know  yourscdf  that  they  make  any  arrangement  fpr  the  employ-      -Mr.  W^^.  Pa^. 

ment  of  labourers  with  a  view  of  keeping  people  off  the  rates  ?  -  I  cannot  answer 

that  question.  SJancitea 

96b.  Mr.  Beecroft.']  Supposing  the  common  fund  to  be  chargeable  with  the 
xx)8t  of  the  irremovable  poor,  and  the  period  of*  residence  to  be  reduced  from  five 
years  to  three  years,  do  you  think  then  that  there  would  be  a  much  larger  rating 
ID  the  lai^e  towns  ? — I  thiidc  it  would  be  of  advantage  to  the  lai^e  towns. 

967.  Chedrmun.']  Have  you  ever  considered  whether  it  would  be  objectionable 
in  any  way  to  let  a  man  have  a  settlement  wherever  he  has  resided  five  years  c — 
My  opinion  is,  that  a  man  should  have  a  settlement  wherever  he  i^  destitute. 

960.  Speaking  in  the  name  of  the  guardians,  do  you  think  that  it  would  be 
objected  to,  if  it  were  proposed  that  a  man  should  acquire  a  settlement  in  a  place 
where  he  had  been  irremovable,  although  he  had  removed  to  some  other  place  ? 
— That  is  a  question  I  oould  not  give  an  answer  to,  inasmuch  as  it  requires  very 
great  consideration.  It  would  be  an  alteration  altogether  of  the  law.  I  would 
make  a  man's  settlement  just  the  same  whether  it  is  an  apprenticeship  settlement 
or  a  birth  settlement,  but  as  to  whether  it  should  be  an  irremovable  settlement 
after  five  years  is  a  question  that  I  should  not  like  to  give  an  answer  to  for  myself, 
mneb  less  for  the  Board  of  Guardians.. 

969*  -According  to  your  own  view,  you  would  have  no  objection  to  relieve  him 
wherever  he  feU  destitute  ? — Yes. 

970.  Mr.  Lockhart]  Speaking  from  your  own  knowledge,  would  not  that 
iave  the  esBkct  of  iuGreasing  vagrancy,  if  your  plan  was  carried  out  ?  —To  a  certain 
extent. 

'  97 1 .  Chairman.']  Did  I  understand  you,  with  respect  to  vagrants,  to  say  that 
you  give  them  relief,  and  that  they  frequently  come  again  ?  —  If  a  man  comes 
within  a  month  or  six  weeks,  we  ask  him  where  ne  has  been.  We  always  know  a 
man  again  at  the  Nottingham  Union,  where  we  have  two  relieving  omcers.  If 
a  man  is  relieved  as  a  vagrant,  he  has  his  supper,  he  is  put  to  bed,  and  then  he  has 
a  certain  quantity  of  stone  to  break  before  lie  leaves. 

§72.  You  say  that  you  do  not  relieve  a  man  again  if  he  comes  within  a  month  r 
le  is  then  tcdd  that  he  is  not  a  proper  object  of  relief. 

973.  Are  you  not  entitled  to  do  that  by  law? — Suppose  that  man  were  tt)  die 
some  day,  I  believe  that  we  are  not  entitled  to  do  that  by  law. 

974.  You  believe  that  vagrants,  as  a  class,  know  the  places  where  there  is  most 
strioti^ss  ? — Yes. 

975.  Sir  W.  AJiks.]  It  was  the  year  before  last  that  you  stated  you  had  the 
j.)anic?— Yes. 

976.  An  immense  number  of  persons  of  necessity  then  threw  themselves  on 
the  rates:— Yes. 

977.  You  used  the  workhouse  accommodation  as  far  as  it  could  be  used  ? — 
We  did. 

978.  When  that  was  full,  you  had  to  apply  some  other  test  ?— I  do  not  say  it  was 
miirely  fuIL 

979.  You  tried  it  to  the  utmost  that  you  could  do,  before  having  recourse  to 
employing  the  men  in  the  forest? — No ;  we  did  not  try  it  to  the  utmost  we  could 
do,  because  we  could  have  carried  it  much  further,  but  we  tried  it  to  the  extent  of 
what  the  majority  of  the  Board  of  Guardians  thought  desirable.  There  was  a 
difference  of  opinion  among  the  Board  of  Guardians  as  to  the  administration  of 
relief. 

980.  What  was  the  first  test  you  tried ;  the  first  test  was  not  sending  them  to 
work  in  the  forest? — That  was  the  first  test  we  tried  in  the  second  week  of  the 
pressure. 

981.  You  tried  stone-breaking,  too,  did  you  not? — No. 

982.  You  have  now  given  us  the  history  of  the  union  of  Nottingham,  which 
49ontain8  thi^e  parishes,  and  also  the  union  of  Radford,  composed  likewise  of 
three  parishes  ? — Yes. 

983.  Both  unions  are  purely  manufacturing,  are  they  not  r — Na 

984.  Explain  the  diTOrence?— In  the  parish  of  Lenton.  which  is  connected 
wifli  the  BadJEbrd  Vmoa^  there  is  Beatwood  Park,  which  contains  5,000  acres  of 
land  which  is  purely  agricultural.  The  parish  of  Lenton,  which  is  in  tbeHadford 
Uaicoi,  is  adjacent  to  £e  town  of  Nottingham,  and  contains  something  like  9,000 
or  10,000  inhabitants.     1  am  speaking  from  memory. 
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Mn  IT.  Page.        0)85.  Would  you  call  Radford  a  large  manufacturing  village? — No;  Radford 

Ijas  15,000  inhabitants.     It  has  1,000  acres  of  land, 
8junei86(v  ^gfj    p^g  ^^^  ^j^^^  show  you  that  it  must  be  manufacturing? — It  is  to  a 

certain  extent. 

987.  You  have  put  in  a  pamphlet? — I  have  not  put  that  pamphlet  in  as 
evidence. 

988.  I  think  you  wish  that  the  averages  should  not  be  taken  as  at  present,  but 
that  the  whole  cost  of  the  averages  should  be  based  on  the  union  value,  that  is,  the 
whole  property  comprised  in  the  union  ? — I  do. 

989.  You  still  entertain  that  opinion  ? — Yes. 

990.  You  would  prefer  the  parochial  system  of  administering  the  poor  law 
relating  to  the  distribution  of  averages  ? — Yes. 

991.  The  Radford  Union  seems  to  be,  by  the  table  which  I  have  in  my  hand, 
in  a  most  extraordinary  position ;  for  I  find  that  in  the  last  year  in  wnich  the 
accounts  are  tuken,  the  amount  of  relief  given  to  paupers,  settled  and  unsettled, 
produces  this  extraordinary  account,  that  in  the  year  1868  the  sum  paid  to  the 
settled  paupers  was  1,279/.;  to  the  non-settled  paupers,  730/.;  and  the  common 
fund,  2,131/.?— Yes. 

992.  So  that  your  common-fund  payment  overlapped  the  other  two  payments? 
— ^No  doubt  of  it ;  but  that  is  accounted  for  in  consequence  of  the  immense 
amount  of  pressure  that  we  had  come  upon  us  from  these  men  being  employed  in 
the  forest. 

993.  That  does  not  represent  the  proportions  that  your  common  fund  bears  to 
the  other  charges  ? — It  does  not,  only  at  that  particular  lime. 

994.  You  have  likewise  given  in  your  pamphlet  a  history  of  close  parishes  and 
,   open  parishes? — Yes. 

99>  They  are  not  in  the  same  union  ? — They  are  not. 

996.  They  are  neigbhouring  parishes  ? — Yes. 

997.  1  find  that  there  is  a  very  great  increase  in  the  population  of  Radford* 
In  1801  the  population  was  2,269,  and  in  1860  it  increased  to  12,637,  and  that 
was  only  on  1,000  acres  ?  —Yes. 

998.  Now,  without  troubling  the  Committee  or  yourself  by  going  through  all 
your  details,  I  find  in  the  six  parishes  which  you  name  as  open  parishes  that  the 
population  has  increased  from  8,377  to  43,561  ? — Yes. 

999.  Is  not  the  great  increase  owing  to  the  general  prosperity  of  those  parishes  ? 
— The  increase  has  taken  place  in  a  great  measure  in  consequence  of  Not- 
tingham not  having  land  to  build  upon.  The  manufiictories  have  been  thrown 
out  into  Uadford,  Sneinton.  and  Lenton  in  consequence  of  Nottingham  being  so 
confined.  People  who  would  have  lived  at  Nottingham  have  been  forced  to  go 
to  the  parishes  adjoining,  where  they  are  open  parishes,  and  to  build,  and  employ 
there.     They  are  a  sort  of  appliance  to  the  town  of  Nottingham. 

1000.  Then  it  does  not  affect  the  agricultural  districts,  but  it  affects  Notting- 
ham f — I  do  not  say  that  it  does  affect  the  agricultural  districts. 

1001.  Being  themselves  manufacturing  villages,  they  affect  the  manufacturing 
town  of  Nottingham  ?—  They  are  a  part  and  parcel  of  the  town  of  Nottingham. 

1002.  Is  it  fair  to  compare  these  open  parishes,  as  you  call  them,  with  the 
close  parishes  in  the  neighbourhood  ? — I  compare  them  in  this  manner  :  that  the 
close  parishes  do  not  contribute  so  much,  in  my  opinion,  to  the  relief  of  the  poor 
as  they  would  do  if  they  had  been  open  parishes,  without  the  cottages  being 
pulled  down,  if  the  people  could  have  bought  land  and  built  there. 

1003.  Do  jou  not  think  that  the  better  way  of  comparing  these  would  have 
been,  when  he  gave  the  close  parishes  and  the  open  parishes,  that  you  should  also 
have  given  the  rates  that  they  actually  do  pay,  so  that  we  might  judge  by  that  of 
the  correctness  of  your  conclusions? — I  did  rtot  take  that  into  account. 

1004.  Mr.  Dodson.^  Do  the  close  parishes  derive  any  benefit  from  the  relief 
of  these  people  by  the  open  parishes  ? — I  believe  they  do  in  some  instances. 

1005.  Mr.  Knight.']  Are  there  not  a  good  many  coal  mines  about  Nottingham? 
— ^Yes. 

1 006.  Do  you  know  whether  there  are  many  abandoned  coal  mines  in  that 
neighbourhood  ? — Yes. 

1007.  And  cottages  pulled  down  in  consequence  of  those  mines  being  aban« 
doned? — That  has  been  done  in  WoUaton  and  Bilborougfa. 
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ioo8.  Is  that  the  case  in  many  other  of  those  parishes?— I  believe  it  is  only  in  Mr.  IT.  Page. 

Bilborough  and  Wollaton. 

1009.  A  greater  decrease  has  taken  place  in  Wollaton  than  in   any  other  8Juiiei»(>o. 
parish? — Yes;  there  are  mere  coal  mines  in  Wollaton  tiiat  have  ceased  to  be 

worked  than  in  any  other  parish. 

1010.  As  a  consequence  of  that,  there  are  fewer  people  wanted  ? — Yes. 

1011.  You  have  given  six  open  parishes  and  six  close  parishes.  I  suppose  that 
is  with  a  view  of  showing  that  the  close  parishes  have  benefited  by  driving  out 
the  poor,  and  that  the  open  parishes  have  been  rather  injured  by  the  poor 
haying  been  thrown  on  to  them  ? — That  is  a  matter  of  opinion ;  that  is  my 
opinion. 

ioi2.  I  find  in  the  first  place,  that  in  1852,  ^hich  is  the  last  return,  we  have 
three  out  of  these  six  close  parishes  paying  a  higher  rate  than  the  average  of  the 
unions  :  so  that  that  does  not  look  as  if  driving  out  the  poor  had  done  any  very 
great  injury? — I  am  not  aware  of  what  poor  rate  they  were  paying. 

1013.  The  .average  of  the  union  was  Is.  6  id.;  Bilborough  paid  1  *.  id:; 
Linby  paid  is.  6  id.;  and  Papplewick  paid  Is.  7irf.  ? — Is  Col  wick  down 
there? 

1014.  Colwick  paid  only  id. ;  but  three  of  those  parishes  had  certainly  not 
benefited  by  anything  that  had  taken  place,  because  the  rental  of  those  parishes 
decreased  between  1816  and  1843  ? — The  mills  ceased  to  work  in  Papplewick, 

1015.  That  was  probably  the  reason  why  the  cottages  were  pulled  down? — 
I  dare  say  it  might  be. 

1016.  Was  not  ColVick  burnt  down  ? — It  was  only  the  manor-house  that  was 
burnt  down  by  the  mob  ;  it  is  now  dismantled. 

1017.  I  take  the  property  tax  of  the  six  close  parishes,  and  I  find  that  they 
increased  between  10  and  11  per  cent. ;  and  I  take  the  property  tax  of  the  six 
open  parishes,  and  I  find  that  they  have  increased  410  per  cent. ;  surely  you 
t»nnot  mean  to  say  that  one  set  of  parishes  has  been  injuring  the  other  ? — I  do 
not  say  so. 

10 1 8.  You  said  that  it  was  your  opinion  that  they  had  done  so? — The  dose 
parishes  derive  an  advantage. 

1019.  Upon  hearing  those  figures,  you  do  not  think  that  one  set  of  parishes 
has  profited  at  the  expense  of  the  other  set? — 1  did  not  say  that  they  profited  at 
the  expense  of  the;  other ;  I  said  there  was  a  great  injustice. 

1020.  By  injustice,  you  mean  that  the  rates  are  not  equal? — Yes. 

1021.  You  say  that  it  is  unfair  that  one  parish  should  pay  more  than  another 
to  the  poor  rates  ? — That  is  my  opinion  ;  and  if  my  opinion  were  carried  out,  it 
would  not  be  so. 

1022.  You  say  you  would  take  Wollaton  into  the  union?— If  I  had  the  power 
I  should  annex  Nottingham  Park  to  the  Nottingham  Union. 

1 023.  Of  course  you  would  not  be  satisfied  with  the  present  division  of  unions  ? 
— I  am  not. 

1 024.  How  many  unions  would  you  throw  into  one  ?— I  only  look  to  the  union 
that  I  am  residing  in ;  if  Wollaton  or  Nottingham  Park  were  put  into  the  Kadford 
Union  we  should  reduce  the  rental. 

1025.  Would  you  not  take  the  whole  of  Basford  Union  into  your  union? — We 
should  not  have  the  slightest  objection.  Basford  Union  I  think  compehends  42 
parishes,  and  they  are  chiefly  agricultural  parishes. 

1026.  When  you  had  extended  your  union  you  would  find  that  the  parishes 
did  not  pay  equal  poor  rates,  because  some  would  pay  3  s.  and  others  only  6  cf.  ? 
— Not  if  you  went  upon  the  average. 

1027.  I  have  got  before  me  that  of  the  Basford  Union,  and  the  average  is 
1^.  BJrf. ;  when  I  come  to  the  Kadford  Union  I  find  the  average  is  1^.  6i^. ; 
and  when  1  come  fo  the  Nottingham  Union  I  find  the  average  is  Is.  10  </.,  and 
that  is  extending  over  the  whole  rateable  value  ? — Of  the  three  parishes. 

1028.  1  have  got  1  5.  7  d.y  and  there  is  one  at  2  s.  Sd.  ? — Yes;  you  will  find  that 
St.  Mary's  is  the  highest. 

1029.  ^  ^^  speaking  of  the  average  of  the  union  ;  when  you  had  equalised  the 
parishes  in  your  union,  each  union  would  become  a  large  parish  as  unequal  as  the 
other  parishes  in  the  union  are  now  ?— They  would  not  be  unequal  if  the  price 
was  chargable  which  belonged  to  St.  Mary's. 

J  030.  You  would  not  have  an  equality  with  the  other  unions  around  you  in 
0.95.  o  3  the 
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Mr.  W.  P(^.      the  county,  or  the  neighbouring  county? — I  would,  if  it  could  be  shown  to  the 

—        House  of  Commons  that  if.  would  be  better  to  take  from  the  richer  unions,  an4 

8  June  J 860.       put  them  on  the  poorer  unions. 

J 03 1.  That  would  be  establishing  a  national  rate,  would  it  not? — No,  yom 
cannot  do  that;  it  would  be  under  the  supervision  of  the  local  Board.    * 

1032.  You  would  equalise  the  rating  all  over  England  ? — I  would,  in  a  great 
measure. 

1033.  Mr.  ToUemache.]  I  beUeve  you  axe,  in  favour  of  doing  away  with  the 
settlement  altogether? — Yes,  I  am. 

1034.  And  of  protecting  the  ratepayers  by  applying  a  very  severe  test?— 
Yes. 

1 035.  Would  you  go  the  length  of  refusing  relief  in  all  cases,  except  in  extreme 
old  age,  by  offering  the  workhouse? — No. 

1036.  How  far  would  you  go  ? — I  would  give  them  stone-breaking ;  that  ifl» 
the  able-bodied  who  are  applying  for  relief. 

1037.  You  would  not  offer  that  test  to  female  paupers  ? — You  could  offer  them 
the  test  of  the  workhouse. 

1038.  As  regards  females,  you  would  go  the  length  of  offering  them  the  work- 
house test  in  aU  cases  except  extreme  old  age  ?-^ — I  would  exercise  a  discretion* 
If  I  found  there  were  a  number  of  families  thrown  out  of  work  in  consequence  of 
the  badness  of  trade,  I  would  give  them  temporary  relief  until  they  got  to  vfoA 
again.  I  would  have  a  discretion  exercised  by  Boards  of  Guardians,  which  I  am 
sorry  to  say  now  tliey  have  not  the  power  of  exercising. 

1039.  Chairman.]  Do  you  inquire  into  what  the  previous  employments  of 
the  people  have  been  when  you  make  them  go  into  the  stone-yard  ? — Always. 

1040.  Have  you  different  work  for  different  classes  of  prsons  ? — ^That  is  the 
only  work  we  have;  we  have  the  stone-yard,  and  nothing  else. 

104.1 .  Does  the  fijoie  work  in  which  some  of  the  people  have  been  engaged  pre^ 
dude  their  working  in  the  stone-yard  ? — Yes ;  we  should  in  such  a  case  give 
temporary  out-door  relief,  and  apply  to  the  Poor  Law  Board  to  confirm  that. 
The  Poor  Law  Board  has  never  refused  to  confirm  anything  that  the  guardians 
have  given  in  such  cases. 

1042.  What  do  you  do  with  females  who  apfdy  to  you  for  relief  in  Nottingham, 
where  a  gresit  number  are  employed  in  lace  workiqg  ? — ^It  is  in  the  discretion  of 
the  guardians  to  offer  them  either  the  workhouse,  or  give  them  a  little  temporary 
out-door  relief;  very  few  able-bodied  females  ever  do  apply. 

1 043.  You  do  not  recommend  your  views  to  be  carried  into  effect  at  once  j  you 
fattve  no  objection  to  the  gradual  relaxation  of  Ihe  preseut  system  i — I  should  like 
my  views  to  be  carried  into  effect  at  once. 

1044.  You  would  do  away  with  the  law  of  settlem^it  ? — Yes;  and  wherever  a 
man  is  destitute,  there  he  shall  become  chargeable. 

1045.  Mr.  ToUewuicha.]  You  would  leave  the  application  of  these  tests  to  the 
discretion  of  the  Board  of  Guardians  ? — Undoubtedly ;  that  would  be  giving  to 
them  a  dkcretion  ^hich  they  have  a  right  to. 

1046.  Sir  fF.  Mt/ei.]  Do  you  not  tmnk  there  would  be  the  danger  of  getting 
back  to  the  old  system  if  they  did  that  ?— I  do  not  think  there  wouloL 

>047.  Mr.  Barrow.]  Do  you  fiaid  it  very  easy  to  apply  the  test  to  vagrants  ? — 
We  cannot  /ipply  the  test. 

1048.  They  are  rather  an  unmanageable  set,  jire  they  not? — Yes. 
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Martis,  12"  die  Junii^  1860. 


MBMBBR8  PRBSBVT  : 


Mr.  Ayrton. 
Mr.  Barrow. 
Mr.  Beecroft. 
Mr.  Knight. 
Mr.  Maguire. 
Sir  W.  Miles. 


M.  Tollemache. 
Mr.  Villiers. 
Mr.  Henry  Herbert. 
Sir  Edward'  Grogan. 
Mr.  DodAon. 


The  Right  Hon.  a  P.  VILLIER3,  in  thb  Chair 


James  Corder^  Esq.,  called  in ;  and  Exatnined* 

1049.  Chairman^  YOU  are  Clerk  of  the  Board  of  Gtuirditins  of  the  paiash  j  q^^^^  em. 
of  HirmiDgham  ? — I  am,  and  have  been  so  nearly  1  r  years,     f  was  previously,  for  ' 
loyears,  clerk  to  the  Board  of  Guardians  of  the  Strand  Union.     Prior  to  thsC  12  June  i860. 
I  was  vestry  clerk  for  eight  years  to  the  parish  of  St.  Paul,  Cavent  Garden.     Iir 

all  those  capacities  and  places  I  have  had  considerable  experience  in  the  admi- 
nistration of  the  laws  relating  to  parochial  settlements,  and  the  relief  and  reoiovali 
of  the  poor. 

1050.  Is  the  parish  of  Birmingham  the  same  as  the  town  of  Birmingham  ?-^ 
The  parish  of  Birmingham  contains  a  population,  according  to  tlie  last  censfts^ 
of  1 73,95 1>  but  which  has  probably  now  nearly  reached  200,000,  and  fomSd 
about  tuo-tliirds  of  the  borough  oi  Birmingham,  which  also  includes  the  parishes 
of  Aston  and  Edgbaaton. 

1051.  What  does  your  union  include? — Ours  is  the  parish  of  Birmingham : 
we  are  not  in  union. 

1052.  You  are  under  a  local  Act?— Yes  ;  but  the  orders  of  the  Poor  Law 
Board  are  issued  to  us. 

1053.  Is  Birmingham  one  large  parish  ?— ^ne  large  parish. 

1054.  Has  your  attention  been  particularly  directed,  since  yoa  have  been  there^ 
to  the  operation  of  the  Irremovable  Poor  Act  ?— Yes.  I  was  going  on  to  give  the* 
rental  and  the  rateable  value  of  the  parish.  The  total  amount  of  the  gross  estiu 
mated  rental  of  the  pariah  of  Btrmingha4n,  as  assessed  to  the  relief  of  the  poor,  is 
814*857/.,  and  the  total  amount  of  the  rateable  value  is  620,349  2.  The 
total  annual  value  of  property  asse^ed  to  the  property  tax  is  948,438  h  The  tot»l 
amount  expended  for  the  relief  of  the  poor  during  the  year  ended  Lady-day  last, 
was  43)745  /.  2  ^.,  and  the  total  amount  for  all  other  purposes  during  the  same 
period  was  39,038/.  4^.,  making  a  gross  total  of  82,783/.  6^.  The  amount 
expended  for  all  other  purposes  includes  35,504  /.  1  b.  gd.  paid  for  borough 
rate. 

1055.  What  do  you  mean  by  "  other  purposes*'? — The  other  purposes  consist 
of  vaccination  fees,  registration  fees,^  law  expenses,  removal  expenses,  collectors' 
salaries,  and,  as  I  have  already  stated,  borough  rate,  and  various  other  items 
which  are  classified  in  the  financial  form  furnished  by  the  Poor  Law  Board. 

1056.  As  far  as  I  understand  you,  under  the  head  of  poor  rate  there  are  included 
various  amounts  applicabli*  to  different  purposes  ? — ^Yes;  such  as  borough  rc«,' 
and  the  other  items  I  have  mentioned. 

1057.  Then  what  is  called  poor  rate  is  not  exclusively  applied  to  the  relief  of' 
the  poor  ? — Certainly  not ;  I  will  give  you  the  items ;  the  items  of  the  other  pur^ 
poses  include  vaccination  certificates  and  registration  fees,  survey  and  valuation 
expenses,  loans  repaid,  borough  rate,  which  with  us  is  in  the  shape  of  a  county 
rate,  cost  of  removing  poor,  and  various  other  expenses. 
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J.  Corder^  Esq.         1058.  Was  that  mode  of  applying  your  rate  sajictioned  hy  llie  Poor   Law 

Board? — Yes;  we  separate  them  according  to  their  instructions.     It*  the  half- 

la  June  i86o,  yearly  financial  statement,  and  the  annual  poor  rate  return,  which  is  made  to  the 
Poor  Law  Board,  are  referred  to,  it  will  be  found  that  these  ilems  are  separated 
and  classified  in  the  way  I  have  stated,  under  their  direction. 

1059.  Mr.  J>orfson.]  Is  the  sum  of  43,745 /.,  which  you  have  alluded  to, 
expended  on  the  reliet  of  tlie  poor? — Yes. 

1060.  Mr.  Barrow.]  Is  that  divided  into  the  settled  and  irremovable  poor  ? — 
It  includes  both.  I  shall  presently  show  the  Committee  how  much  of  it  belongs 
to  the  irremovable  poor. 

1061.  Chairman.]  What  is  the  amount  of  the  poor  rate  of  Birmingham  in  the 
year  ? — Upon  an  average  we  have  two  2  s.  poor  rates  in  the  year ;  but  occasionally 
one  2s.,  and  one  l^,  6d.  rate  are  found  sufficient,  which  happened  to  be 
the  case  in  the  past  year.  That,  however,  a  great  deal  depends  on  the 
amount  levied  by  the  Town  Council  for  borough  rate,  and  which  is,  I  thtnk, 
very  inconveniently  so,  made  payable  out  of  tlie  poor  rate,  and  is,  of  course, 
collected  with  it,  thereby  greaily  swelling  the  amount.  Our  present  workhouse, 
which  was  erected  in  1851,  is  built  for  the  accommodation  of  i,f)36  inmates,  and 
has,  on  more  than  one  occasion  during  the  winter  season,  been  more  than  full. 

1062.  Your  attention  has  Been  called  to  the  operation  of  the  9  &  10  Vict, 
which  is  called  the  Irremovable  Act? — It  has;  my  opinion  is,  that  the 
operation  of  the  Act  9  &  10  Vict.  c.  66,  which  confers  in  certain  cases 
the  privilege  of  irremovability,  has  been  a  great  boon  to  the  poor  themselves, 
and  very  justly  so  too.  I  think  that  when  a  person,  whether  artisan  or  labourer, 
has  been  conferring  upon  one  community  the  benefit  of  his  skill  or  labour,  or 

_  both,  for  a  series  of  years,  he  has  a  claim  upon  that  community,  which  ought  to 

prevent  his  being  compulsorily  removed  from  it,  in  the  event  of  his  becoming 
worn  out,  or  through  misfortune  or  sickness,  chargeable. 

1063.  What,  practically,  has  been  the  effect  of  the  operation  of  that  Act; 
have  a  great  number  of  poor  been  chargeable  who  would  otherwise  have  been 
removed  ? — ^The  effect  of  the  Irremovable  Act,  in  a  pecuniary  point  of  view,  has 
in  larjie  towns  like  Birmingham,  doubtless,  been  prejudicial  to  the  interests  of  the 
ratepayers,  by  preventing  the  removal  of  non-settled  poor,  and  thereby  increasing 
the  amount  expended  both  in  hi-door  and  out-door  relief.  1  do  not  think  it 
operates  in  the  same  way,  or,  at  any  rate,  not  to  the  same  extent,  m  rural  districts, 
where  less  facilities  and  fewer  inducements  to  acquire  permanent  residences  exist. 
On  the  contrary,  I  think,  even  the  agricultural  labourers  are  impeded  in  their 
efforts  to  acquire  five  years*  residence. 

1064.  Mr.  Knight,]  Do  you  know  any  instance  of  that  within  your  own 
knowledge  ? — Not  within  my  own  knowledge. 

1065.  Mr.  Barrow.]  You  were  clerk  to  the  Strand  Union  ;  you  were  after- 
wards clerk  to  another  town  union,  and  you  are  now  clerk  to  the  Birmingham 
Union;  you  have  had  no  agricultural  experience  at  all  ? — Only  for  a  very  short 
time,  in  Essex.  When  the  Irremovable  Act  first  can^e  into  operation,  in  1846, 
the  parish  of  Biritiingham  was  relievin*!,  on  account  of  other  parishes  and  unions, 
290  non-settled  poor,  the  amount  of  whose  relief  was  about  1,900 /.  per  annum, 
whilst  the  nuniber  of  non-resident  poor  belonging  to  Birmingham  relieved,  and 
other  parishes  and  unions,  was  only  about  half  that  number,  at  a  yearly  cost  of 
1,100/.  At  that  time,  all  the  removable  poor  whose  Tsettlements  could  be  dis- 
covered were  removed  under  orders  of  removal ;  whereas,  at  the  present  time, 
nearly  one-half  of  the  relief  given  is  to  non-setiled,  but  irremovable,  poor, 

1066.  Chairman.]  When  you  say,  at  that  time  ail  the  removable  poor  whose 
settlements  could  be  discovered  were  removed,  you  mean  before  the  Irremovable 
Act  came  into  operation? — Yes.  In  the  year  ending  Lady-day  1851.,  the  cost 
of  the  relief  to  the  Birmingham  poor,  including  both  the  in  and  out-door  poor, 
was  1 5,505  /.  9  s.f  whereas  the  cost  of  relief  to  the  irremovable  non-settled  poor 
was.  only  3,656  /.  9  s.,  showing  an  excess  in  the  expenditure  for  the  settled  poor 
over  the  irremovable  poor  of  11,849/.  In  the  year  1852  the  cost  of  the  settled 
poor  was  12,717/.  18^.,  and  that  of  the  removable  poor  3,599/.  16s.,  being  an 
excess  of  the  former  over  the  latter  of  9,117/.  12  s.  In  1853  ^^^  cost  of  the 
settled  poor  was  13,009/.  17^.,  and  that  of  the  irremovable  poor  4,056/.  6^., 
showing  a  difference  in  favour  of  the  former  of  8,953 /.  ii  ^.  In  1854  the  cost 
of  the  settled  poor  was  1 3,678  /.  1  ^.,  and  that  of  the  irremovable  poor,  6,237  '•  6  *., 
the  former  being  in  excess  of  the  latter,  7,440/.  15^.     In    1855  the  cost  of 
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the  settled  poor  was  159215/.   i8«.»  whilst  that  of  the  irremovable  poor  had     /.  Corcfer,  Etq;    \ 

reached  9,841  /.  16  s.,  and  the  excess  of  ihe  former  over  the  latter  was  only        

5,374/.  2^.  In  1856,  which  included  the  winter  of  1855,  in^hich  the  great  12  June  i860, 
"pauper  pressure'*  occurred,  the  cost  of  the  settled  poor  amounted  to  19,340/.  12^., 
and  that  of  the  irremovable  poor  to  the  sum  of  13,647  /.,  still  showing  an  excess 
of  the  former  over  the  latter  of  5,693  /.  1 2  -s.  In  1 857  the  relief  for  the  settled 
poor  was  16,634  /.  135.,  and  the  relief  to  the  irremovable  poor  was  12,612  /.  1  5., 
the  former  leing  4,022  L  12  s.  more  than  the  latter.  In  1858  our  settled  poor 
cost  16,559  '•  185.,  whereas  the  relief  given  to  the  irremovable  poor  reached  the 
large  sum  of  1 5,03 1  /.  8^.,  showing  only  a  difference  between  the  two  of  1 ,528  /.  1 05. 
In  1859  the  items  stand  as  follows  :  Cost  of  relief  to  settled  poor,  15,016  /.  4  s., 
irremovable  poor,  13,451  /.  175.,  the  former  being  in  excess  of  the  latter  only 
1,564/.  7  s.  In  the  year  ending  at  Lady-day  last,  the  cost  of  the  relief  to  our 
settled  poor  was  only  14,632  /.  %s.,  whereas  the  relief  to  the  irremovable  poor 
amounted  to  12,729/.  12^.,  the  former  exceeding  the  latter  by  1,902/.  16^. 
The  Committee  will  observe  that  the  cost  of  the  irremovable  poor,  which  for  the 
year  ending  Lady-day  1851  was  only  3,656  /.  9^.,  or  little  more  than  a  tenth  of 
the  ca<^t  of  the  whole  relief  administered,  had  in  the  year  ending  at  Lady-day  last 
reached  the  large  sum  of  12,729/.  12^.,  beinji  only  1,902/.  ids.  less  than  the 
total  cost  of  our  settled  poor  in  that  year.  The  numbers  of  irremovable  poor 
who  received  out-relief  during  the  last  seven  years  were  as  follows  :  The  half 
year  ending  Michaelmas  1 853,  2,255  j  the  half  year  ending  Lady-day  i854f  3>668 ; 
the  half  year  ending  Michaelmas  1854,  3,514;  the  half  year  ending  Lady-day 
1855  (which  included  the  "pauper  pressure),  16,779;  the  half  year  ending 
Michaelmas  1855,  4i793;  the  half  year  ending  Lady-day  1856,  8,695;  the  half 
year  ending  Michaelmas  1856,  5,421;  the  half  year  ending  Lady-day  1857, 
7,670 ;  the  half  year  ending  Michaelmas  1857,  5,759  ;  *he  half  year  ending  Lady- 
day  1858,  13,308;  the  half  year  ending  Michaelmas  1858,  9,076;  the  half  year 
ending  Lady-day  1859,  5,480;  the  half  year  ending  Michaelmas  1859,  5>'6i; 
and  the  half  year  ending  Lady-day  i860,  4,988. 

1067.  Mr.  Ayrton.]  Does  that  mean  in  one  day? — For  the  half  year  ending 
those  periods. 

1068.  The  whole  number  of  persons  during  the  whole  of  the  half  year? — 
Irremovable  poor,  not  counting  any  of  them  twice  over. 

1069.  Mr.  Barrow.']  Counting  the  children?— Men,  women,  and  children; 
individuals,  and  not  cases. 

1070.  All  in  the  family  being  included? — Yes. 

1071.  Mr.  Ayrion.]  Then  that  describes  the  number  of  persons  who  have 
been  relieved  as  irremovable  poor  during  the  half  year,  the  cases  that  have 
occurred  twice  not  bein<;  counted  as  two  persons  ? — No ;  we  have  avoided  that. 

1072.  Mr.  Barrow.']  Have  you  any  recollection  of  the  difference,  in  point  of 
number,  which  would  exist  betv/een  the  irremovable  poor,  on  the  ground  of  five; 
years'  residence,  and  cases  where  relief  is  given  for  temporary  sickness  ? — I  think 
the  number  of  cases  which  have  required  irremovability  from  length  of  residence 
would  certainly  preponderate  considerably. 

1 073.  Did  that  arise  from  an  extraordinary  amount  of  sickness  ? — During  the 
winter  of  the  year  ending  Lady-day  1R35,  we  had  a  remarkable  pauper  pressure  ; 
manv  thousands  were  thrown  out  of  employment  on  account  of  the  continued 
inclemency  of  the  weather. 

1074.  In  those  cases  a  portion  of  the  family  being  sick  received  relief  weekly, 
and  they  ^vere  not  at  all  irremovable  from  having  acquired  a  five  years'  residence? 
—We  were  obliged  to  consider  a  large  number  irremovable  without  going  very 
minutely  into  their  cases  at  that  time;  a  vast  number  of  Irish  people  were 
relieved  at  that  period.  The  numbers  were  so  large  there  was  not  time  for  strict 
individua   examination. 

1075.  Sir  E.  Grogan.]  Are  you  able  to  draw  a  distinction  between  those 
relieved  on  the  ground  of  irremovability,  and  those  who  were  relieved  on  account 
of  casual  sickness  and  accident  ?— Both  would  confer  irremovability. 

1076.  Are  you  able  to  give  the  figures?— I  could  not  give  them  now;  it  would 
occupy  a  considerable  time  to  get  them  out. 

1077.  Sir  W.  Miles.]  All  union  charges  which  come  on  the  common  fund  you 
deduct  from  the  figures  you  have  given  us  ?— We  have  no  common  fund,  but 
nevertheless  we  keep  the  non-settled  poor  separate  from  the  settled  poor. 
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X  &iitto%  Esq.        1078.  Mr.  Ayriim.']  Can  you  describe  tlie  character  of  these  irremoTable 

' — ■      poor }  «rc  they  chiefly  adult*  or  families,  or  women,  ot  children  ? — Freqaeotly 

li  June  186a.  wktows  during  the  first  year  of  their  widowhood,  durkig  which  time  they  ace 
irreoio-vable,  and  alsry  thcMse  who  become  chargeable  through  temporary  sickness 
or  accident  which  will  not  produce  permanent  liability. 

1079.  Have  you  any  classification  of  them  ? — No,  we  have  not. 

108a  Chcnrman.l  Do  you  wish  to  make  some  observations  oa  the  iacrcase  in 
the  niraiber  of  irremovabfe  poor  ? — I  will  now,  if  the  Committee  will  allow  roe, 
proceed  to  show  the  progressive  increase  which  has  taken  place  in  the  in-door 
irremovable  poor  during  the  last  few  years. 

T081.  Did  not  the  numbers  which  you  have  js^ven  include  both  in-door  and 
out-door  relief? — No;  hitherto  I  have  been  speaking  only  of  the  out-door 
relief.  The  number  of  settled  poor  admitted  into  t)|e  Birmingham  Workhouse 
during  the  five  years  ending  Lady-day  i860  was  7,136,  and  the  total  collective 
numher  of  days  during  which  they  were  chargeable  was  1,164,556;  and  the 
total  number  of  irremovable  poor  admitted  during  the  same  period  was  1 1,487; 
and  the  total  collective  number  of  days  daring  which  they  remained  charveabler 
WB9  19078,572.  It  will  thus  be  seen  that  the  irremovable  in-door  poor  exceeded 
in  number  the  settled  poor  by  4,351,  but  the  collective  number  of  days  during 
which  they  remained  chargeable  was  85,984  less  than  the  settled  poor.  The 
number  of  persons  who  were  admitted  into  the  workhouse  daring  the  half-yeai 
ending  Lady-day  1 860^  and  to  whom  relief  became  necessary  on  account  of 
destitution,  was  698 ;  and  tlie  number  of  persons  who  were  admitted  into  the 
workhouse  during  the  same  period,  and  to  whom  relief  became  necessary  in 
consequence  of  sickness,  was  631 ;  making  a  tolal  of  1,329. 

1082.  Being  irremovable? — Not  all  irremorable ;  unless  sickness  produces 
permanent  disability,  they  are  not  irremovable. 

1083.  You  distinguish  between  those  that  are  destitute  and  those  that  are 
sick  ? — Ves ;  the  sick  were  not  all  removable ;  if  relief  becomes  necessary  on 
account  of  sickness  or  accident,  the  recipient  is  not  liable  to  be  removed  unless 
it  shall  be  shown  to  the  magistrates  to  whom  an  application  is  made  for  an  order, 
that  the  sickness  or  accident  will  produce  permanent  disability;  therefore  cases  of 
temporary  sickness  in  the  present  state  of  the  law  are  protected  from  removal. 

1084.  Wlmt  is  the  precise  inference  which  you  have  drawn,  or  which  you  wish 
the  Committee  to  draw,  from  the  circumstances  you  have  alluded  to? — This  large 
and  progressive  increase  in  the  cost  and  number  of  the  irremovable  poor  is  not, 
I  consider,  to  be  attributed  to  the  labouring  and  working  classes  becoming  more 
pauperised,  but  is  rather  to  be  ascribed  to  the  accumulation  of  years.  For 
instance,  when  the  Irremovable  Act  came  into  force  in  the  year  1846,  and  which 
was  retrospective  in  its  operation,  there  was  of  course  a  certain  number  of  poor 
who  had  at  that  time  resided  five  years  continuously  in  the  parish  without 
receiving  relief,  and  had  thereby  acquired  the  status  of  irremovability.  In  each 
subsequent  year  the  number  of  such  persons  of  course  increased ;  and  although 
many  of  the  old  cases  miglit,  from  change  of  residence  and  other  causes,  have 
died  ofi^,  they  would  by  no  means  equal  in  number  the  accumulation  created 
by  every  additional  year. 

1085.  Therefore,  according  to  your  figures,  the  increase  of  pauperism  has  been 
considerable  in  Birmingham  ? — It  has  increased  in  Birmingham,  certainly. 

1086.  Mr.  Ayrtonl  Can  you  state  the  causes  of  that  pauperism  ? — We  have 
very  few  able-bodied  males  in  the  receipt  of  relief,  but  we  have  a  large  number 
of  aged  people.  I  believe  at  the  present  time,  although  we  have  in  our  workhouse 
the  lai*ge  uumber  of  1,100,  that  there  are  not  10  able-bodied  males  in  that 
number. 

1087.  With  regard  to  the  males  who  are  chargeable  who  are  not  able-bodied, 
can  you  stare  generally  what  has  made  them  chargeable  ? — They  are  generally 
worn-out  artisans  and  labourers ;  some  have  become  so  probably  through  their 
intemperate  habits,  thereby  bringing  on  premature  old  age. 

1088.  Have  these  people,  as  far  as  you  can  jndge,  been  ia  the  receipt  of 
wages  to  a  sufficient  amount  to  have  enabled  them  with  providence  to  provide  for 
their  old  age? — Many  of  them,  no  doubt,  have  been  and  have  become  what  they 
are  through  their  own  improvidence. 

1089.  Is  it  yo»ir  opinion  that  the  working  people  of  Birmingham,  as  compared 
with  the  working  people  of  London  or  any  other  plaee  which  yon  know,  arc 
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more  iraprovident  or  dissipated  ?— Not  more  so  than  the  labouring  population  of  J.  Corder^  tjtq. 

other  places.  

1090.  With  regard  to  the  general  morality  of  Birmingham,  are  yoH  aware  la  June  i860 
whether  it  is  much  below  or  equal  to,   or  above  that  of  other  large  towns  ? I  do 

not  think  it  is  inferior  to  the  morality  of  the  population  of  other  large  towns. 

1091.  Is  it  not  a  place  very  much  given  to  exceedingly  low  pursuits,  even  as 
compared  with  the  worst  part  of  London? — It  was  so  formerly^  no  doubt; 
but  I  believe  during  the  last  few  years  it  iias  greatly  improved,  and  is  still 
improving. 

1092.  Chairman.']  Is  it  not  quite  notorious  that  it  is  improving? — ^It  is  quite 
Bolorious ;  every  eflbrt  is  made  by  the  local  clergy  and  others  to  improve  the 
moral  and  intelJectual  conditioo  of  the  labouring  classes. 

1093.  Sir  fF.  Miles.]  And  with  sticce«s? — Aad  with  success. 

1094.  Can  ydu  state  how  much  in  the  pound  all  the  paupers  in  Birmingham 
cost  each  year? — I  can  state  the  amounts  levied.  I  have  already  informed  the 
Committee  that  upon  an  average  we  have  two  2^.  poor  rates  in  the  year,  but  occa- 
sioiiaUy  one  2s.  and  one  18^.  rate  are  found  sufficient,  making  in  all  ^s.  6  d. 

1095.  Sir  E.  Grogan.]  That  is  for  the  relief  of  the  poor? — ^For  therelief  of  the 
poor  and  all  Other  purposes  legally  chargeable  on  the  poor  rate;  the  borough 
rate,  I  should  say,  would  require  at  least  one-third  of  the  whole  amount  levied. 

1096.  Is  the  whole  of  the  35^  6rf.  which  is  levied  exclusively  for  the  relief  of 
the  pocr  ? — Certainly  not. 

1097.  Mr.  Jyrion.']  You  have  spoken  with  regard  to  Ibe  chargeable  males  ; 
now,  with  regand  to  the  chargeable  females ;  wbat  do  you  consider  in  general 
terms  to  be  t^  cause  of  their  becoming  chaiigeable  to  the  rates  ? — Many  of  them 
tliroiigh  losing  their  husbands  and  becoming  widows,  with  perhaps  large  families, 
and  others  (nhich  is  not  a  very  uncommoa  case  in  our  parish)  being  deserted  by 
their  husbands,  and  thereby  becoming  chargeable. 

1098.  Do  you  find  that  many  of  the  women  that  become  chargeable  are  given 
to  intemperance  ? — No,  we  do  not. 

1099.  With  regard  to  those  who  are  left  in  this  manner,  are  they  the  widows 
of  artisans  for  the  most  part  ? — Very  frequently  ao. 

1 100.  Do  you  suppose,  taking  a  general  view  of  their  condition,  that  if  their 
husbands  had  belonged  to  provident  associations,  there  would  have  been  svffideot 
means  provided  for  them  without  their  becoming  chargeable  to  the  ra^tesr — Yea; 
I  think  80.  There  are  many,  no  doubt,  who  do  belong  to  those  (provident 
societies,  and  who  are  thereby  prevented  becoming  paupers  in  the  event  of 
employment  failing,  or  sickness  occurring. 

1101.  Do  you  think  that  any  person  in  Birmingham  need  be  chargeable  to  the 
rates  supposing  the  husband,  or  the  woman,  if  slie  is  in  work^  belongs  to  a  trades' 
union  or  a  provident  society,  or  subscriber  to  its  funds? — No;  I  think,  if  they 
have  kept .  up^  their  payments  to  the  club  which  they  ijelong  to,  that  the  club 
would  allow  them  sufficient  for  their  support  until  they  ^ot  into  eraployiAont. 

1102.  Have  you,  any  doobt  in  your  own  mind  that  the  wages  in  Birmingham 
are  sufficient  to  enable  them  to  meet  their  subscriptions  ? — I  think  they  are,  with 
proper  care  and  prudence. 

1 103.  Is  it  your  opinion  that  the  foundation  of  the  general  panperisai  in  fiir- 
minghara  is  intemperance? — No,  cert«iinly  not. 

1 104.  What  is  it  then  ? — Improvidence  and  want  of  employment 

1105.  Sir  W.  Miles.']  Have  strikes  anything  to  do  with  it? — No  doubt  they 
have  had  ;  but  we  have  not  had  any  strikes  lately.  . 

1106.  Cfiairman.]  Is  it  not  comparatively  within  a  recent  period  that  more 
attention  has  bten  paid  to  the  condition  of  the  poor  in  Birmingham? — Yes. 

1107.  Is  it  not  notorious  that  they  were  neglected  and  extremely  ignorant 
formerly? — I  am  afraid  that  was  so  formerly. 

1 108.  Was  not  that  the  case  within  the  last  25  years  ? — ^Yes ;  but  I  believe  the 
people  of  Birmingham  are  now  considerably  improved. 

J 109.  Mr.  Ayrton.]  Is  it  your  opinion  that  the  parents  earn  sufficient  money 
to  educate  their  children  if  they  did  not  spend  it  in  diink? — I  think  the  chieif 
reason  why  the  children  are  not  sent  to  school  by  their  parents  who  are  able  to 
do  so  is,  that  the  children,  however  young,  are  able  to  earn  something,  and  the 
parents  prefer  their  being  employed  to  their  being  sent  to  school. 

1 J 10.  Is  it  your  opinion  tliat  the  parents  compel  their  children  to  earn  wages 
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J.  Corder^  Esq.    ^i^  ^^^Y  ^^^ly  ages,  in  order  that  they  may  spend  the  profits  of  those  earnings  in 

^__       drink  ? — 1  hope  not. 

12  June  i860.  1111.  That  is  not  the  case  to  any  extent  in  Birmingham? — Not  to  any  con- 

siderable extent,  certainly. 

1112.  Chairman.']  There  are  some  good  and  some  bad  ;  you  think  that  the 
proportion  of  the  good  is  greatly  on  the  increase  ? — I  think  so. 

1113.  Will  you  now  go  on  with  what  you  wish  to  state? — Although  we  have 
had  this  large  and  increasing  number  of  irremovable  poor,  it  should  be  borne  in 
mind,  that  there  is  witliout  doubt  a  large  number  of  our  own  poor  who  are  being 
relieved  in  Manchester,  Liverpool,  Sheffield,  Leeds,  and  the  surrounding  districts, 
as  well  as  in  the  metropolitan  unions  and  parishes,  who  have  acquired  in  those 
places  the  privilege  of  irremovability,  arfd  the  cost  of  whose  relief  may  very  fairly 
to  some  extent  be  placed  as  a  **8etoflF"  against  the  relief  of  the  numerous  paupers 
of  other  parislies,  who  are  being  relieved  by  us  in  consequence  of  tlieir  having 
become  irremovable. 

1114.  Have  you  any  account  of  those  persons  who  being  born  or  settled  in 
Birmingham,  have  acquired  irremovability  in  other  places  ? — We  have  no  certain 
iuformation  upon  the  point,  but  it  must  be  so. 

1115.  How  can  you  make  it  "  a  setoflf  **  against  your  charges  for  irremovable 
poor  of  Birmingham,  when  you  do  not  know  either  the  numbers  that  have 
acquired  irremovability,  or  the  amount  that  is  given  to  them  in  relief? — I  said  to 
some  extent. 

1116.  Mr.  W.  Miles.l  Have  you  the  power  of  testing  it  in  this  way :  can  you 
state  what  was  the  pauperism  in  Birmingham  previously  to  the  passing  of  the 
Act  r— I  have  stated  at  the  time  of  the  passing  of  the  Act,  in  the  year  1846,  the 
parish  of  Birmingham  was  relieving,  on  account  of  other  parishes  and  unions,  290 
cases  of  non-settled  poor.  The  amount  of  the  relief  was  about  1 ,900  /.,  whereas 
the  amount  paid  for  us  by  other  unions  and  other  parishes,  on  account  of  non- 
resident poor,  was  1,100  L  ;  so  that  it  was  1,1 00  ^  as  against  1,900  /.  at  that  time. 

1117.  Chairman.]  Do  you  know  what  is  being  paid  for  your  settled  paupers 
elsewhere  ? — No  ;  it  is  impossible  to  ascertain  that.  In  1 846,  when  tlie  Act  was 
passed,  the  only  parties  who  were  being  paid  for  on  our  account,  in  other  parishes 
and  places,  were  those  in  whose  cases  orders  of  removal  had  been  made,  or  in 
which  the  settlement  was  clearly  demonstrated  to  us,  and  submitted  to.  There 
was  no  Irremovable  Act  then  in  operation  ;  at  present  there  is.  I  do  not  think 
the  number  then  receiving  non-resident  or  non-settled  relief,  at  all  illustrates  the 
question. 

1118.  Mr.  Ayrton.]  Before  the  Irremovable  Act  passed,  I  presume  you 
relieved  a  great  many  persons  without  troubling  yourselves  to  ascertain  whether 

they  were  settled  poor  or  not,  if  the  relief  was  only  casual  and  temporary? No  • 

we  generally  endeavoured  to  ascertain  their  place  of  settlement. 

1119.  Chairman.']  You  were  not  at  Birmingham  before  the  Act  came  into 
operation  ? — No. 

1120.  Mr.  Ayrton.]  Then  you  do  not  know  what  was  done? — I  do  know  from 
information.     1  have  made  myself  acquainted  with  the  fact. 

1121.  Was  it  the  practice  then  to  keep  a  strict  account  between  those  who 
would  be  settled  poor  and  those  who  were  casually  relieved,  but  were  not  settled 
poor? — I  believe  it  was;  I  believe  that  more  removals  were  made  then,  in  pro- 
portion, than  there  are  now.  ^ 

1122.  Can  you  state,  then,  before  the  Act  came  into  operation,  how  many 
were  settled  poor,  and  how  many  were  relieved,  although  not  settled,  and 
capable  of  claiming  a  settlement  in  your  parish  ? — I  could  not  furnish  the  figures, 
but,  no  doubt  a  lar^e  number  would  be  relieved  who  did  not  belong  to  Bir- 
mingham, because  their  places  of  settlement  could  not  be  ascertained,  but  when- 
ever they  could  be  ascertained  orders  of  removal  were  made. 

1123.  How  many  orders  of  removal  were  made  in  the  year  before  the  Act 
came  into  operation  r — I  am  not  prepared  to  state. 

1124.  The  object  of  what  you  have  stated  is  to  show  that  you  have  a  large 
amount  to  pay  in  consequence  of  the  operation  of  this  Act  for  the  irremovable 
poor  r — That  is  clearly  so. 

1125.  You  do  not  complain  of  the  operation  of  the  Act  in  consequence  in 
Birmingham  ?— I  have  heard  no  complaint. 

1126.  You  consider  it  is  for  the  advantage  of  the  poor,  and  you  do  not  find 
the  ratepayers  complain  of  the  operation  of  the  Act  ?— I  consider  it  a  great  boon 
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to  the  poor ;  the  ratepayers  do  not  complain  of  it ;  there  has  been  no  out-  J.  Carder,  Etq^ 

cry  against  it ;  in  fact,  some  of  them  appear  to  approve  of  it.  

1127.  Mr.  Dodson.]  Do  you  think  the  fact  of  persons  knowing  that  if  they  i«  Jane  iSfKn 
have  resided  five  years  in  Biimingham   that   they  acquire   irremovability  has 

attracted  labourers  to  Birmingham  who  would  not  otherwise  have  come  ? — No,  I 
do  not  think  so  ;  I  think  labourers  are  anxious  to  take  their  labour  to  the  best 
market,  irrespective  of  any  consideration  of  that  kind. 

1 128.  You  do  not  think  it  has  had  that  effect? — I  think  not. 

1129.  Ckairman.]  I  presume  that  people  who  are  not  settled  in  a  parish  are 
more  anxious  to  get  labour  than  those  who  are ;  there  are  great  numbers  who 
acquire  the  privilege  of  irremovability  by  living  in  the  parish  for  five  years  together 
without  applying  to  the  parish  ? — Precisely  so. 

1130.  Do  you  not  observe  that  the  unsettled  poor  are  generally  more  anxious 
to  get  work  through  fear  of  removal,  than  the  irremovable  poorr — 1  do  not  think 
they  take  that  into  consideration ;  I  think  until  they  become  chargeable,  and 
there  is  the  probability  of  their  being  removed,  that  that  is  a  matter  which  they  do 
not  consider. 

1 131.  Is  it  an  unusual  thing  among  your  own  working  classes  to  be  five  years 
together  in  a  parish  without  applying  for  relief? — Yes;  we  have  a  large  number       » 
of  poor  who  never  apply  for  relief. 

1132.  Sir  JB.  Grogan.']  Do  you  make  any  distinction  in  the  treatment  of  the 
poor,  betiveen  those  who  have  a  settlement  and  those  who  have  not,  as  to  offering 
diem  the  workhouse  le»t,  or  anything  of  that  kind? — ^The  workhouse  is  more  often 
offered  to  those  who  are  not  settled  in  Birmingham,  in  order  that  steps  may  be 
taken  for  their  removal,  if  they  are  removable. 

1133.  That  will  account  for  a  large  proportion  of  the  unsettled  poor  being  re- 
lieved in  the  workhouse? — The  number  of  paupers  who  go  in  on  account  of 
sickness  would  account  for  it  also. 

1134:  With  regard  to  the  applications  for  relief,  do  you  find  that  they  are 
generally  made  before  the  applicants  have  resided  five  years,  or  afterwards? 
— I  do  not  think  the  length  of  residence  in  any  way  has  to  do  with  the 
application. 

1^35*  Do  you  imagine  that  if  the  five  years'  irremovability  were  reduced  to  a 
period  of  three  years,  that  the  number  of  applications  for  relief  would  propor- 
tionately increase? — They  niijiht  to  some  extent  increase;  but  I  think  it  very 
desirable  that  it  should  be  reduced  to  three  years. 

1136.  Chairman.]  That  is  your  opinion? — It  is. 

1136*.  Notwithstanding  what  you  have  stated  about  the  further  charges  that 
it  occasions  the  ratepayers,  you  still  think  it  would  be  advisable  to  reduce  the 
residence  from  five  years  to  three  years  ? — I  do. 

1137.  Upon  what  ground  do  you  form  that  opinion;  is  it  exclusively  for  the 
advantage  of  the  poor  ? — For  the  advantage  of  the  poor. 

1138.  Sir  E.  Grogan.']  Do  you  think,  as  well  as  being  an  advantage  to  the 
poor,  that  it  would  also  be  an  injury  to  the  ratepayers? — Not  ultimately. 

1139.  Then  you  consider  that  such  a  change  would  be  beneficial,  generally 
speaking,  to  both  parties  ? — I  do. 

1 140.  Chairman.]  Have  you  any  opinion  with  respect  to  the  policy  of  removal 
at  all? — My  opinion  is,  that  the  law  of  settlement  and  removal  is  altogether 
wrong.     That  opinion,  1  believe,  has  been  growing  for  many  years. 

1141.  In  Birmingham? — Everywhere,  among  persons  who  are  practically 
acquainted  with  the  subject.  I  have  been  32  years  practically  acquainted  with 
the  law  of  removal  and  settlement,  and  probably  have  prepared  as  many  removals 
as  any  man  in  England,  and  I  have  arrived  at  the  conclusion  that  the  law  of 
removal  and  settlement  is  altogether  wrong. 

1 142.  Just  state  your  reasons  for  thinking  so,  and  how  you  meet  the  objections 
which  are  usually  taken  to  any  change  in  the  law  with  respect  to  removal  and 
settlement?— I  think  it  is  abstractedly  wrong ;  I  think  every  man  has  a  right  to 
carry  his  labour  to  th^  best  market ;  and  if  you  have  a  poor  law  at  all,  which  I 
trust  we  always  shall  have,  where  the  poor  man  is  at  work,  and  where  the  com- 
munity have  had  the  benefit  of  his  labour  for  a  certain  period,  whether  long  or 
short,  that  community  ought  to  assist  in  relieving  him.  1  have  known  cases  of 
great  hardship  where  parties  have  been  removed  from  one  part  of  the  country 
to  another,  probably  upon  a  derivative  settlement  gained  by  the  father  or  grand- 
father ;  they  have,  merely  on  account  of  some  sudden  adversity,  been  thrown  out  of 
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J.  Cbrdb-^  Esq.    employment,  and,  not  Imving  acquired  tlie  privilege  of  irremovability,  they  have 

been  corapulsorily  sent  away  to  a  part  of  the  country  to  which  they  were  perfect 

IS  Joae  i86o.     and  entire  strangers. 

1 143.  Those  are  the  evils  incident  to  removing  people  from  places  where  they 
are  residing  ? — They  are. 

1 144.  As  I  understand  you,  you  are  of  opinion  that  the  poor  should  never  be 
removed  when  applying  to  any  pari^ih  for  relief  ? — I  am. 

1145.  Being  better  acquainted  than  most  people  uith  the  objections  which  are 
raised  to  abolishing  the  power  of  removal,  will  you  state  whether  you  think  those 
evils  are  insuperable? — I  know  there  is  an  apprehension  that  in  lari^e  towns  like 
Birmingham  tlie  abolition  of  the  law  of  settlement  would  produce  a  large  increase 
in  the  outlay  for  the  relief  of  the  poor.  At  first,  perhaps,  tliat  would  be 
so,  but  I  believe  ultimately  that  would  in  a  great  measure  cease.  I  know  also 
objections  are  raised  that,  in  tlie  event  of  there  being  a  national  rate,  that  would 
not  be  80  prudently  administered.     That  I  do  not  believe. 

1 146.  Are  ypu  in  favour  of  a  national  rate  ? — No,  I  am  not. 

1147.  Notwithstanding  all  your  experience,  you  are  under  no  apprehension  as 
to  the  consequences,  or  the  way  in  which  it  might  affect  property,  or  the  habits 
of  the  poor,  if  the  power  of  removing  them  were  abolished  ? — I  am  not. 

1 148.  Sir  W,  Allies.]  Are  you  subject  to  depressions  of  trade  occasionally  in 
Birmingham  ?  —We  are. 

*  1 149.  At  the  same  time  you  have  great  accesses  of  prosperity  ? — We  have. 

1 150.  In  the  times  of  prosperity,  do  you  not  have  a  vast  number  of  labourers 
coming  10  Birmingham  for  employment? — We  have. 

1151.  Do  you  not  think,  if  immediately  after  this  period  of  prosperity,  a 
period  of  adversity  took  pkce,  and  you  had  then  to  relieve  all  the  persons  who 
had  come  into  the  town  in  the  time  of  prosperity,  that  that  would  have  a  great 
effect  on  the  rates  of  the  parish  if  you  cuuld  not  remove  them  ? — The  great 
majority,  no  doubt,  would  have  been  working  in  the  parish  of  Birmingham  for 
yeai-8  ;  the  proportion  of  those  u  ho  had  come  into  tlie  parish  recently,  on  account 
of  any  increased  demand  for  labour,  would  comparatively  be  very  iiK;onsiderable, 
and  I  do  not  think  they  would  be  an  ingredient  worth  considering  in  the  case. 

11 52.  Then  that  is  the  reason  why  you  conceive  that  gradually  it  would  be  no 
weight  on  the  ratepayers,  although  at  first  it  might  be  ? — Ultimately  it  would 
cease  to  be  so,  in  my  opinion. 

1153.  Notwithstanding  the  ups  and  downs  of  trade? — Yes;  and  I  think  in 
another  respect  it  would  be  very  generally  acceptable  to  the  public  ;  and  that  is, 
that  it  would  get  rid  of  a  great  deal  of  litigation  of  a  very  expen&ive  character, 
wijjch  creates  a  very  bad  feeling  between  unions  and  parishes, 

1154.  Chairman]  You  have  stated  now,  clearly,  what  your  views  are  with 
respect  to  the  law,  and  the  power  of  removal ;  have  you  any  peculiar  views  as  to 
the  mode  in  which  relief  should  be  administered  under  those  altered  circum- 
stances  ? — I  think  the  area  should,  if  possible,  be  extended. 

1155-  If  you  were  to  do  away  with  the  law  of  removal  and  settlement,  could 
you  adhere  to  the  present  system  of  relieving  the  poor,  under  which  the  manage- 
ment depends  on  local  knowledge,  and  upon  an  acquaintance  with  the  circum- 
stances of  the  paupers  themselves  ? — I  think,  under  the  supervision  of  the  Poor 
Law  Board,  and  subject  to  the  rules  and  regulations  they  from  time  to  time  might 
issue  for  regulating  the  mode  in  which  relief  should  be  administered, that  we  might. 

11.56.  Have  you  any  distinct  idea  as  to  any  possible  mode  of  administering 
relief,  so  as  to  prevent  or  preclude  imposture  ? — I  think  you  never  can  prevent 
or  preclude  imposture,  but  I  think  every  effort  ought  to  be  made  to  detect  it. 

1157.  Are  you  of  opinion  that  if  every  person  who  applied  for  relief  to  a 
parish  were  to  receive  r^-lief,  that  you  would  not  be  overwhelmed,  or  that  you 
would  have  any  means  of  detecting  the  character  of  the  applicants,  or  the 
circumstances  of  the  people? — I  apprehend  the  same  means  would  be  used  then 
that  are  used  now  to  detect  imposture  and  prevent  imposition.  Every  case  is 
visited  by  the  relieving  officer,  reported  on  by  him  to  the  Board  of  Guardians, 
and  then  the  Board  of  Guardians  exercise  their  own  discretion  in  the  maiter ;  in 
addition  to  which  the  guardians,  not  only  in  lar^ie  parishes,  but  also  in  rural 
districts  more  especially,  have  often  a  personal  knowledge  of  the  cases. 

11 .58.  Confining  yourself  to  large  towns,  where  there  are  very  numerous 
applicants,  you  say  the  relieving  officer  visits  all  the  persons  who  are  receiving 
relief,  in  order  to  ascertain  their  real  circumstances  ? — It  b  his  duty  to  do  so« 
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1159.  Is  it  withiH  Aeir  power  to  do  so? — I  believe  k  is;  we  have  five  relieving     /.  Ow*r,  Eaq. 

officers  in  the  parish  of  Birmingham;  a  short  time  since  we  had  six,  but  on  one       

being  removed,  it  was  not  thought  necessary  to  fill  up  his  place,  the  other  five      »*  June  i86o, 
being  considered  quite  equal  to  the  performance  of  the  duty. 

1160.  Yoti  think  these  five  relieving  officers  cart  give  a  good  account  of  all 
persons  receiving  relief  at  Birmingham? — I  do;  doring  a  period  of  paopef 
pressure,  such  as  that  of  the  winter  of  1 855  and  1 856,  under  the  sanction  of  the 
Poor  Law  Board,  a  large  number  of  supernumerary  officers  were  emptoyed,  and 
that,  of  course,  in  such  an  emerorency,  would  take  place  again. 

1 161.  Have  yoo  any  means  of  knowing  whether  the  statement  of  the  pauper, 
that  he  has  resided  five  years  in  a  particular  parish,  is  correct  ? — Yes,  it  is 
generally  inquired  into  and  verified. 

1 162.  How  can  it  be  verified  ? — His  examination  is  taken  ;  we  have  an  officer, 
m  addition  to  the  relieving  officer,  whose  duty  it  is  specially  to  inquire  into  such 
matters,  called  the  removing  or  inquiring  officer. 

1163.  You  have  stated  that  yon  would  not  be  afraid  of  doing  away  with  the 
law  of  removal  and  settlement  ? — I  should  not ;  that  is  my  own  individual  opinion, 
and  I  believe  it  to  be  the  opinion  of  other  clerks  to  Boards  of  Guardians,  who  have 
had  similar  experience  to  myseff. 

1 164.  What  is  tlie  number  of  guardians  at  Birmingham  ? — ^We  have  i oS  elected 
guardiarrs. 

1 165.  Do  yon  know  what  is  the  opinion  of  the  Board,  of  which  you  are  clerk? 
— I  do  not  think  it  is  a  matter  which  they  have  much  considered ;  1  do  not  think 
myself  that  the  removal  of  the  poor,  under  the  orders  of  removal,  has  any  tendency 
to  diminish  pauperism ;  on  the  contrary,  I  think  i«  very  frequendy  creates  it.  If 
a  roan  and  his  family  are  removed  home  to  a  distant  parish,  they  become  there 
more  dependent ;  they  are  among  strangers,  and  they  are  less  disposed  probably 
to  be  independent. 

1166.  You  would  not  be  afraid  of  Birmingham  offering  an  attraction,  not  only 
to  the  poor  in  neighbouring  parishes,  but  to  parishes  at  a  distance,  particularly  in 
prMpevous  times,  and  an  attraction  that  would  be  greatly  enhanced  by  the  know- 
ledge that  they  could  not  be  removed  ? — Large  towns  always  attract  large  numbers^ 
and  I  do  not  believe  that  those  who  come  to  large  towns  in  search  of  work,  or 
otherwise,  ever  give  that  subject  their  consideration.  Take  the  number  of 
removals,  for  instance,  which  we  made  during  the  past  year  out  of  our  immense 
population,  and  our  large  amount  of  pauperism,  and  the  Committee  will  see 
whether  that  could  be  any  materitil  relief,  and  if  it  liad  not  been  afforded,  whether 
it  would  have  been  much  felt.  In  the  past  year  ending  Deceml>er  1859,  ^^^  ^^^^^ 
nnmber  of  orders  made  by  the  parish  of  Birmingham,  including  lunatic  cases  and 
Irish  and  Scotch  passes,  was  only  73.  It  will  be  for  the  Committee  to  consider 
whether  that  would  be  any  material  relief  or  alleviation,  and  whether,  supposing 
those  73  orders  were  not  made,  it  would  be  seriously  felt  in  Birmingham. 

1 167.  Do  you  relieve  in  every  case  where  a  pauper  has  not  acquired  irre- 
movability and  does  apply  for  relief? — If  we  can  obtain  valid  evidence  o#  the 
settlement,  we  then  proceed  to  remove. 

ii"68.  Do  you  do  so  upon  the  application  for  relief? — We  do  so  upon  their 
becoming  and  continuing  chargeable. 

Tr6g.  It  does  not  arise  upon  there  being  a  demand  for  work  or  demand  for 
labonr  in  Birmingham  that  you  are  unwilling  to  remove  people?— No  ;  therd  is 
no  indisposition  to  remove  people,  on  the  ground  that  we  should;  dimmhk  the 
amount  of  available  labour. 

1170.  But  there  has  been  a  very  great  increase  in  the  popolatimn  of  Bii> 
mingham  of  late  years  ? — A  gradual  growing  increase. 

1171.  Is  it  not  more  than  the  natuml  increase;  do  you  not  ascribe  it  to  what 
is  called  immigration  from  other  parts  ? — I  should  rather  attribute  it  to  a  demand 
for  labour  ami  natural  causes. 

1-172.  You  do  not  complain'  of  a  redundancy  of  labour  in  Birmingham? — 
Certamly  not.  The  Committee  will,  perhaps,  allow  me  to  infbrm  them  of  the 
number  of  orders  made  to  us  from  all  England.  I  believe  there  are  14,614 
parishes  in  all  England  and  Wales,  and  yet  from  all  those  parishes  during  the 
year  I  have  been  speaking  of,  we  only  received  27  orders  of  removal ;  therefore, 
I  submit  to  the  Committee  whether  the  abolition  of  the  Law  of  Settlement  and- 
the  power  to  make  those  27  orders  upon  us  during  the  last  year  will  be  any 
nmterial  hardship  upon  England. 
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J.  Carder,  Esq.         1173.  Of  the  73  who  were  removed,  were  any  Irish? — We  have  not  many 

Irish,  comparatively,  in  Birmingham  ;  1  hiive  no  doubt  I  could  accurately  ascer- 

12  June  i860,     tain  their  number ;  from  the  result  of  an  inquiry  I  have  made,  I  estimate  it  at 
about  14,000, 

11 74.  Dwelling  there  ? — Yes  ;  except  in  times  of  great  distress  h'ke  the  pauper 
pressure  of  i855»  }^'i^h  do  not,  by  any  means,  form  a  considerable  portion  of 
our  poor.  In  the  last  week  of  the  half  year  ending  Michaelmas  last,  the  total 
number  of  the  cases  relieved  out  of  the  workhouse  was  2,969,  comprising  5,581 
paupers,  being  men,  women,  and  children,  whose  aggregate  relief  amounted  to 
360/.  185. ;  of  these,  only  280  cases,  comprising  507  individuals,  were  Irish,  and 
the  total  amount  of  relief  they  received  was  only  32  /.  6s.  1 1  d.,  out  of  360  /.  1 8*. 
The  total  number  of  persons,  of  all  classe:*,  in  the  workhouse  last  Saturday 
week,  was  1,114;  of  these,  from  inquiry  1  have  made,  I  believe  not  more  than 

.  one-filth  were  Irish.  We  do  not  make  many  removals  to  Ireland.  During  the 
year  ending  Lady-day  last,  we  only  executed  seven  Irish  removals,  which 
included  eight  persons ;  namely,  seven  adults  and  one  child.  Seven  other  orders 
were  made  but  not  executed,  in  consequence  of  the  parties  ceasing  to  be 
chargeable  rather  than  be  removed.  The  Irish  poor  will  sometimes  prefer  giving 
up  relief  to  being  removed  to  Ireland,  even  before  the  orders  are  made. 

1175.  Are  you  under  no  apprehension  on  account  of  the  Irish  in  giving  this 
opinion  which  you  have  expressed  with  respect  to  removal  ? — Not  as  regards 
Birmingham. 

1 1 76.  Mr,  Ayrton.^  Will  you  be  jjood  enough  to  state  when  and  under  what 
conditions  you  take  steps  to  remove  a  chargeable  pauper ;  is  it  when  you  see  a 
prospect  of  his  becoming  permanently  chargeable,  or  after  he  has  been  chargeable 
a  certain  number  of  days  ? — Not  generally  speaking  so  soon  as  that ;  but  if  there 
be  a  probability  of  his  remaining  chargeable,  upon  the  case  being  referred  to  me, 
the  inquiring  officer  proceeds  carefully  to  ascertain  if  there  is  valid  evidence,  or 
at  least  evidence  which  I  consider  to  be  valid,  for  supporting  an  order ;  but  I 
have  often  known  cases  of  English  poor  where  they  prefer  giving  up  their  relief, 
and  struggling  on,  perhaps  under  very  trying  circumstances,  rather  than  submit  to 
be  passed  home  as  paupers. 

1177.  But  you  do  nut  take  steps  to  remove  them  unless  you  see  a  prospect  of 
their  becoming  permanently  chargeable  on  the  parish  ? — Not  permanently  charge- 
able, but  likely  to  remain  chargeuble  for  a  considerable  time. 

1178.  Chairman.']  If  you  did  away  with  the  power  of  removal,  would  these 
parties  to  whom  you  referred  make  this  great  effort  rather  than  be  removed? — 
Perhaps  not,  but  other  tests  may  l)e  applied,  such  as  the  workhouse  test  being 
invariably  offered  to  such  persons ;  but  I  believe,  on  the  part  of  the  poor,  there 
is  a  very  great  desire  to  avoid  becoming  paupers ;  of  course,  there  are  a  large 
number  who  are  improvident,  and  perhaps  reckless,  but,  taking  the  majority,  I 
believe  them  to  be  the  reverse. 

1179.  Mr.  Ayrton^  Do  you  not  think  that  there  are  those  who  occasionally 
come  into  Birmingham  for  work,  and  if  they  do  not  find  it  they  would  be  just  as 
ready  to  go  in  search  ol  it  elsewhere  ? — I  believe  so. 

1 180.  So  that  the  result  would  be  that  you  would  not  sufier  from  abolishing  the 
power  of  removal  ? — ^Not  materially,  and  ultimately  perhaps  not  at  all. 

1181.  The  people,  in  fact,  would  remove  themselves  to  places  where  they  might 
get  work  ? — It  has  just  occurred  to  me  that  in  the  union  of  Aston,  which  adjoins 
tbe  parish  of  Birmingham,  and  includes  a  large  portion  of  the  borough,  and  which 
is  considered  to  be  an  exceedingly  well-managed  union,  where  the  cost  of  the 
relief  of  the  poor  is  perhaps  lower  than  almost  any  other  parish  or  union  in  the 
kingdom,  they  have  not,  I  believe,  made  a  single  removal  for  14  years. 

1182.  They  administer  the  law,  then,  with  considerable  stringency? — I  believe 
they  do. 

1183.  More  so  than  in  Birmingham  ? — More  so  than  in  Birmingham. 

1184.  Are  your  allowances  to  poor  people  much  above  or  equal  to  what  is 
given  by  the  trades'  unions  to  people  out  of  employ  ? — No;  I  think  our  allowances 
to  the  poor  are  by  no  means  extravagant ;  I  think  they  are  very  moderate. 

1185.  Do  you  know  whether  they  are  more  or  less  than  the  allowance  which 
is  generally  made  by  the  trades*  unions  to  workmen  out  of  employ  ? — I  have  no 
knowledge  of  what  amount  is  allowed  by  the  trades'  unions ;  but  I  should  say 
that  our  relief  is  below  the  amount  which  they  would  receive  from  benefit  clubs. 

1186.  Do  yon  take  as  much  care  as  benefit  societies  take  in  watching  after 
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people  who  are  receiving  the  relief,  so  as  to  prevent  them  from  imposing  on  you  r     J.  Carder,  Esq, 
— It  is  the  duty  of  the  relieving  officer  to  do  so.  

1 187.  Do  you  know  whether  he  exercises  the  same  supervision  which  is  exer-      **     °®  *      ' 
cised  by  the  officers  of  the  benefit  clubs,  or  as  much  supervision? — I  know  that 

some  officers  are  exceedingly  strict  in  their  investigation  and  sapervision,  and  all 
should  be  so. 

11 88,  Have  you  ever  read  the  rules  of  benefit  clubs  which  provide  against 
imposition  ? — I  have ;  I  am  aware  ihat  the  stewards  and  other  officers  of  the  club 
lire  required  to  visit  the  recipients  weekly,  and  to  take  care  that  they  are  not 
imposed  upon  by  their  working  at  the  time  they  are  receiving  money  from  the 
club. 

Ii8q.   Ckairman.']  You  have  been  clerk  to  the  Strand  Union  ? — I  have. 

1 190.  I  presume  in  that  union  there  are  several  parishes? — Six  parisheb. 

1)91.  From  your  experience  in  that  union,  and  also  in  Birmingham,  should 
you  say  that  there  is  any  reason  for  such  a  union  as  that  of  the  Strand  appre- 
hending anything  from  allowing  the  poor  to  acquire  a  residence  in  the  unioo» 
and  not  in  the  parish,  in  order  to  get  irremovability? — 1  think  not. 

1 192.  I  suppose  the  area  of  Birmingham  is  as  extensive  as  the  six  parishes  in 
the  Strand  Union? — Very  much  more  extensive  ;  it  contains  nearly  four  times  the 
amount  of  population,  and  a  much  larger  area. 

1 1 93,  You  see  no  reason  from  what  you  have  observed  at  the  London  unions, 
to  apprehend  any  evil  from  allowing  the  poor  to  acquire  irremovability  by  residing   * 
in  the  union?— I  think  not.     I  believe  the  fear,  if  any  is  entertained,  would 
ultimately  be  fouiyl  to  be  groundless. 

1 104.  You  entertain  no  fear  from  the  poor  beint;  allowed  to  acquire  irremo- 
vability by  being  resident  in  the  union  instead  of  the  parish? — No. 

1 195.  Do  you  think  it  hard  upon  them  that  if  passed  from  one  parish  to  another 
durmg  those  five  years,  that  they  should  lose  their  right? — Sometimes,  I  believe, 
they  become  chargeable  by  what  is  called  **  a  break  ;"  they  are  induced  to  move 
from  one  parish  into  another. 

1 196.  You  mean  that  they  are  induced  to  do  so  in  order  to  make  a  break  ? — 
Such  instances  may  have  occurred. 

1197.  Do  you  think  that  that  is  done  throughout  the  country,  that  there  are 
people  who  observe  how  long  a  man  has  been  residing,  and  who  get  him  to  pass 
into  another  parish  so  as  to  avoid  his  becoming  chargeable? — I  think  there  may 
be  such  cases ;  I  do  not  think  there  is  anything  like  ah  uniform  system  by  which 
they  are  watched  in  that  way,  with  a  view  to  prevent  their  becoming  charge- 
able. 

1198.  Mr.  Barrow^  Would  you  do  away  with  the  power  of  removal  in  any 
case,  although  the  party  might  be  only  a  few  hours  in  the  parish  ?— I  would  abolish 
the  law  of  reuioval  altogether. 

1199.  Then  his  period  of  work  would  not  enter  into  your  consideration  at  all? 
— No.  In  the  case  of  the  Aston  Union  to  which  I  have  alluded,  they  have  vir- 
tually abolished  the  law  of  removal,  because  they  have  not,  I  believe,  made  a  single 
removal  for  14  years,  although  it  is  a  very  large  union,  and  contains  a  considerable 
portion  of  the  populous  part  of  Birmingham  ;  they  have  the  "  prohibitory  order/* 

1200.  How  many  years  have  you  been  acquainted  with  the  parish  of  Birming- 
ham ? — Eleven  years. 

1201.  I  wish  to  ask  you  only  as  to  facts  which  come  within  your  own  personal 
knowledge ;  may  I  ask  you  whether  during  those  1 1  years  the  per  centage  of 
pauperism  in  Birmingham  has  increased  beyond  the  percentage  of  increase  in  the 
population? — During  the  years  1850^  1851,  and  1852,  pauperism  considerably 
diminished  ;  in  fact,  during  the  year  ending  Lady-day  1851,  or  about  that  period, 
there  was  a  diminution  in  the  out-door  relief,  compared  to  previous  years, 
amounting  to  the  large  sum  of  15,000  /.,  but  about  the  year  1854  ^  I^SSj  it 
began  to  increase.  During  the  winter  ending  Lady-day  1855,  there  was  a  very 
long  and  inclement  season,  and  thousands  were  thrownout  of  employment,  which 
greatly  increased  the  number  of  applicants  for  relief,  and  also  the  amount  of 
relief  given  ;  and  we  have  never  entirely  recovered  that. 

1202.  Has  the  increase  of  pauperism,  in  the  course  of  11  years,  been  greater 
than  the  increase  in  the  population  ? — No,  I  think  not. 

1 203.  Has  the  charge  which  has  been  increased  during  the  1 1  years,  increased 
beyond  the  per  centage  of  increase  in  the  value  of  property? — No,  I  think  not. 
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J.  Cmrd^Tf  Eiq.  The  rateable  value  of  property  in  Birmingbain  has  greatly  increased  during  th0 
last  1 1  years.     In  my  time  it  has  increased,  I  should  say,  nearly  150,090/. 

IS  JuDe  iMo.  1 204.  Sir  JB.  Grogan.}  You  consider  that  the  rateable  property  in  thai  way 

has  increased  in  a  larger  proportion  than  is  charged  for  the  relief  of  the  poor  ? — 
Not  in  a  larger  proportion,  butqtiite  in  as  large  a  proportion. 

1205.  Mr.  Beecroft.']  Do  most  of  the  lower  population  work  out  of  tlie  town,  or 
in  the  surrounding  villages  of  Birmingham? — Some  who  reside  in  Biroiiogham 
work  out  of  the  town. 

1206.  My  quesiiun  was,  whether  the  lowest  class  of  the  population  work  oul 
of  the  town  of  Birmingham  in  the  surrounding  villages? — In  tixe  suburbs  id 
Birmingham  they  do,  but  not  much  in  the  surrounding  villages. 

1207.  But  still  out  of  the  town? — Out  of  the  parish,  but  within  the  borough; 
the  parish  of  Birmingham  forms  about  two-thirds  of  the  entire  borough.  The 
remaining  third  consists  of  the  parish  of  Aston  and  the  parish  of  Edgbaston. 

1 208.  Supposing  those  persons  who  reside  in  your  parish,  but  work  in  the  two 
parishes  which  you  have  named,  become  short  oi  work,  of  course  they  may  be 
thrown  upon  the  poor  rates  of  your  parish  ? — They  become  chargeable. 

1209.  At  your  expense? — Yes;  but  many  of  the  ratep^iyers  of  Edgbaston  and 
Aston  are  also  ratepayers  of  Birmingham. 

1210.  Sir  E.  Grogan!]  You  do  not  seem  to  be  apprehensive  of  any  increase  of 
pauperism  by  the  diminution  of  the  period  of  residence  from  five  years  to  three 
years  ? — No,  not  a  very  material  increase. 

1211.  Does  that  in  any  degree  arise  from  the  large  area  in  which  the  pauper 
population  of  Birmingham  can  find  employment? — ^Yes,  in  some  measure  it  does. 
1  do  not  think  that  the  public  are  prepared  for  an  immediate  abolition  of  the  laW 
of  settlement  and  removal ;  what  I  would  suggest  is,  that  the  facilities  for  acquiring 
irremovability  should  be  increased,  that  the  length  of  i*esidence  which  should 
confer  the  privilege  of  irremovability  should  be  reduced  to  three  years,  and  then 
after  a  specified  period  to  two  years,  and  ultimately  to  one  year.  I  do  not  see 
why  a  person  who  has  resided  for  1 2  months  labouring  in  a  parish  should  not  be 
as  much  entitled  to  be  exempted  from  removal  as  a  boy  who  sleeps  40  nights  in 
it  under  an  indenture  of  apprenticeship  and  thereby  acquires  a  settlem^it.  lliere 
was  a  case  recently  decided  in  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  to  which  I  should 
like  to  be  allowed  to  draw  the  attention  of  the  Committee. 

1212.  Chairman.]  Has  it  any  bearing  upon  thepresent  question? — It  goes  to  show- 
how  eahily  a  settlement  is  now  gained,  and  where  the  claim,  iu  my  opinion,  is  not 
nearly  so  strong  as  the  claim  of  a  peison  who  comes  and  works  in  a  parish  at  his 
trade,  or  resides  there  industriously  for  a  given  time.  In  a  recent  case,  Regina  v. 
Thornton^  it  was  decided  by  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  that  a  man  who  married 
a  woman  residing  as  a  weekly  tenant  in  a  cellar  cottage,  at  the  weekly  rent  of  15., 
acquired  a  settlement  thereby ;  for,  although  the  widow  could  not  acquire  a  settle- 
ment under  such  circumstances  by  renting  a  tenement,  the  tenement  not  being  of 
sufficient  value,  nor  held  for  a  year  under  a  yearly  hiring,  yet  she  had  as  tenant  an 
estate  in  such  tenement,  which^  although  it  conferred  no  settlement  upon  her, 
conferred  one  upon  her  husband  on  his  marriage,  and  which,,  of  course,  was  then 
participated  in  by  her.  What  1  mean  to  infer  by  that  is,  that  if  a  certain  party 
under  such  circun»stances  is  entitled  to  become  irremovable,  and  not  only  irremov- 
able, but  to  become  actually  settled  in  a  parish  ;  a  person  having  had  an  industrial 
residence  in  a  town  or  parish  for  a  specified  period,  I  think,  has  a  much  stronger 
claim. 

1213.  Mr.  DodsonJ]  Would  you  go  the  length  of  saying  that  it  should  confer 
a  settlenient? — It  should  ultimately  confer  one,  but  not  immediately.  I  think,  in 
the  way  I  suggest,  the  law  of  removal  might  be  safely,  but  gradually  and  virtually 
abolished.  I  would  increase  the  period  during  which  a  widow  becomes  irre- 
movable; at  present  it  is  limited  to  12  months.  1  do  not  think  that  is  always 
quite  sufficient  to  enable  a  widow  with  a  large  family  to  recover  the  effect  of  the 
loss  of  her  husband,  whereby  she  is  very  often  left,  not  only  in  comparative  desti- 
tution, but  also  surrounded  by  difficulties.  I  think  that  period  might  be  extended 
to  two  or  three  years. 

1214.  Mr.  Beecrqft.]  Would  you  abolish  the  law  of  removal,  although  the 
person  should  not  be  residing  in  the  parish  one  single  week  ? — What  I  endea- 
voured to  state  to  the  Committee  was,  that  I  thought  the  public  mind  was  not 
quite  prepared  for  an  immediate'and  complete  abolition  of  the  law  of  settlement,' 
and  I  would  suggest  its  gradual  abolition  in  the  way  I  have  e^afied,  by  increasing 
the  facilities  for  acquiring  the  privilege  of  irremovability. 

1215.  Mr. 
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/  1215.  Mr.  Tollemache.]  I  understood  you  to  say  that  you  were  quite  prepared     />  Cotder^  E^q. 

to  recommend  the  abolition  of  the  law  of  .settlemeni  ? — Decidedly  so  ;  and  I  think      * 

most  of  those  who  are  practically  acquainted  with  ti>e  subject  are  of  that  opinion  ;       12  June  i860, 
the  (niblic,  I  think,  are  not.     When  I  say  practically,  I  mean   gentlemen  who 
have  had  considerable  experience,  such   as  clerks  to  Boards  of  Guardians  and 
odiers.     Some  of  them,  however,  think  differently. 

1226.  I  believe  you  have  very  few  Irish  poor,  comparatively  speaking,  in 
Birmingham  ? — Yes. 

1417.  Therefore  the  ca.*-e  of  Birmingham  is  very  different  from  that  of  Liver- 
pool?— As  regards  the  Irish,  I  think  it  is. 

1218.  Therefore  that  which  would  not  be  felt  to  be  injurious  to  Birmingham 
night  be  injurious  to  a  place  like  Liverpool  ? — I  have  no  local  knowledge  of 
liwrpool,  but  only  from  what  I  bear  and  read.  1  believe  the  number  of  Irish 
there  is  very  much  larger  than  it  is  with  us. 

1219.  Your  attention  has  been  chiefly  directed  to  Birmingham,  that  being  the 
union  in  whicii  you  reside,  and  of  which  you  are  the  clerk  ? — Yes. 

1220.  Then  the  evidence  with  which  you  have  favoured  us,  I  presume,  applies 
oiore  to  the  case  of  Birmingham  than  to  the  case  of  towns  with  wliich  you  are 
not  practically  acqnainted  ? — Some  of  the  information  I  have  given  is  derived  from 
statistics.  The  otlier  information  I  have  given  relating  to  Birmingham  is  from 
my  own  knowledge  generally. 

1221.  You  stated,  with  perfect  truth,  that  if  a  poor  man  who  had  been  engaged 
in  labour  a  certain  length  of  time  became  chargeable  on  the  parish  or  town,  that 
there  is  no  hardship  on  the  ratepayers  of  that  place  being  charged  with  relieving 
him,  supposing  be  became  destitute  from  illness  or  any  other  cause.  Are  you 
aware  that  a  great  number  of  Irish  frequently  come  over  to  Liverpool  without 
remding  there  perhaps  two  nights  ;  do  you  not  believe  that  if  th'iy  came  over  in 
vast  numbers  under  those  circumstances,  that  that  would  not  be  doing  away 
altogether  with  the  law  of  removal? — ^I  do  nnt  know  of  my  own  knowledge  that 
they  only  come  and  reside  there  two  nights ;  I  believe,  from  what  I  have  heard, 
that  a  large  number  of  Irish  do  come  to  Liverpool  in  search  of  employment, 
remain  there  a  shoit  time,  and  then  probably  become  chargeable.  That  would 
be  the  difficulty  which  would  have  to  be  contended  against  and  provided  for. 

1222.  How  would  you  provide  for  that  if  you  did  away  altogether  with  the  law 
of  removal  r — I  do  not  think  that  the  number  of  Irish  coming  to  Liverpool  now  is 
by  any  means  so  large  as  it  was  formerly.  We  have  reason  to  know  also  thai  the 
population  of  Ireland  has  very  considerably  diminished ;  it  has  fallen  off  some- 
thing like  three  millions  during  the  last  few  years,  and  is  still  diminishing  frotn 
emigration  and  other  causes. 

1223.  Do  you  know  from  your  own  knowledge  that  a  number  of  Irish  do  not 
w>w  come  over  to  Liver[)ool? — I  do  not. 

1224.  Supposing  they  do  come  over  to  Liverpool  in  great  numbers  when  labour 
is  scarce  in  Ireland,  do  you  not  believe  if  the  law  of  removal  were  done  away 
with  altogether  that  it  would  act  very  injuriously  to  the  ratepayers  of  Liverpool  ?— 
Unless  you  extended  the  area,  perhaps  it  would,  or  otherwise  provided  against  it. 

1225.  Would  extend  to  the  area  beyond  the  population  of  400,000  ? — Not 
unless  you  have  a  county  rating. 

I22ti.  Would  you  extend  the  chargeability  to  counties  ? — Individually  I  do  not 
see  any  reason  why  that  shotdd  not  be  done ;  I  dare  say  such  a  proposition  would 
be  very  strongly  opposed  and  defeated. 

1 227.  Mr.  jbarrow.']  Is  there  any  reason  why,  if  you  once  get  to  county  rating, 
there  should  not  be  a  national  rate  ? — I  think  with  county  rating  that  local  super- 
vision would  be  stricter. 

1 228.  Sir  E.  Orogan.]  Do  you  know  of  your  own  knowledge,  or  from  the 
statistics  of  Liverpool,  what  is  the  area  of  chargeability  or  the  rateable  property? 
— I  do  not,  only  from  what  I  have  read  and  heard  ;  I  never  was  in  Liverpool  but 
once  in  my  life. 

1329.  Has  it  come  to  your  knowledge  that  a  great  number  of  Irish  paupers 
eome  to  Liverpool  for  the  express  purpose  of  being  removed  ? — No. 

1230.  Have  you  heard  that  parties  have  made  application  for  removal,  having 
funds  of  their  own,  for  the  express  purpose  of  being  removed  at  the  public 
expense  ? — ^I  have  heard  that,  and  I  believe  that  was  so  formerly ;  but  the  super- 
\ision  now  exercised  in  these  cases  is  much  greater  than  it  was,  and  I  believe  that 
toy  such  case  of  imposture  would  now  be  very  easily  detected. 
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/.  Corder^  Eiq.        1231.  The  opinions  which  you  have  expressed,  then,  with  regard  to  Liverpool, 

« are  merely  the  opinions  of  others,  and  not  facts  which  have  come  within  your 

la  June  i860,     own  knowledge? — Almost  entirely  so. 

1232.  The  opinions  which  you  have  expressed  with  regard  to  Birmingham  are 
the  result  of  your  own  experience  in  Birmingham,  and  also  the  experience  wbioh 
you  have  derived  while  you  were  connected  ivith  the  Strand  Union? — From  my 
own  experience  and  actual  observation  there,  and  where  I  have  been  otherwise 
officially  connected. 

1233.  You  are  of  opinion  that  the  period  of  residence  conferring  irremova- 
bility may,  with  regard  to  the  ratepayers  and  the  paupers,  be  diminished  from 

'       five  years  to  three  years,  or  even  to  a  shorter  period  ? — Most  certainly. 

1234.  Have  you  formed  any  opinion  with  regard  to  the  area  ot*  residence 
within  which  those  6ve  years  should  be  spent? — ^Yes,  I  think  it  might  be  extended 
to  the  whole  union. 

^^35*  Do  you  consider  the  parish  of  Birmingham,  if  it  were  extended,  is  equi- 
valent to  a  union  ? — In  point  of  number  of  population  it  very  far  exceeds  most 
unions,  but  the  area  is  not  large ;  the  area  is  not  quite  3,000  acres. 

I23ti.  Do  you  consider  that  the  parish  of  Birmingham  may  be  looked  upon  as 
a  union  with  reference  to  the  Strand  Union,  which  has  six  or  seven  parishes 
connected  with  it  ? — The  Strand  Union  is  not  nearly  so  numerous  nor  so  extensive 
as  the  parish  of  Birmingham. 

1237.  Any  pauper  completing  his  residence  within  the  Strand  Union  would 
have  lost  his  irremovability  by  crossing  the  street  ? — Yes,  if  the  other  side  of  the 
street  happened  to  be  in  another  p<irish. 

1 238.  Did  you  find,  practically,  when  you  were  an  officer  of  the  Strand  Union, 
that  thai;  power  of  losing  his  irremovability  constantly  occurred  from  the  ignorance 
of  the  pauper  in  changing  his  residence? — The  Irremovable  Act  was  not  in  opera- 
tion when  I  was  at  the  Strand  Union. 

1239.  Y^u  stated  in  your  experience,  some  cases  of  very  great  individual 
hardship  from  the  removal  of  paupers  had  occurred;  can  you  specify  any  one 
particular  case,  or  more,  that  would  illustrate  what  you  mean  upon  that  point? — 
I  have  known  instances  of  parties  being  removed,  upon  a  settlement  derived  from 
their  parents  or  grandparents,  to  places  to  which  they  were  entire  strangers,  where 
they  had  never  been  in  their  lives ;  and  being  removed  away  also  from  relatives 
who  were  poor  like  themselves  and  unable  to  support  them,  but  for  whom  of 
course  they  entertained  natural  affection,  and  preferred  remaining  with  them,  or 
near  them,  even  in  a  state  of  poverty  rather  than  be  sent  to  a  distant  part  where 
they  were  entire  strangers. 

1240.  Had  the  parties  to  whom  you  are  so  referring,  been  long  resident  in 
Birmingham  ? — Some  of  them  had. 

1241.  And  became  chargeable  from  sickqessor  accident,  or  change  of  circum* 
stances  r — Precisely  so ;  I  have  known  some  Irish  cases  where  perhaps  they  had 
removed  out  of  Aston  into  Birmingham,  or  vice  versd^  and  had  thereby  created 
a  break  of  residence,  and  become  removable,  bat  who  had  probably  been  in  England 
30  or  40  years,  and  implored  that  they  might  not  be  sent  back  to  Ireland. . 

1242.  I  am  not  speaking  with  regard  to  Irish  pi^rticularly,  but  paupers  gene- 
rally ? — The  same  thing  would  precisely  apply  to  English. 

1 243.  Mr.  ToUemache.]  You  expressed  an  opinion  in  favour  of  making  very 
great  changes  in  the  poor  law,  to  the  extent  of  doing  away  with  the  law  of  settle- 
ment and  removal  ? — ^Yes, 

1 244.  Of  course  that  change  would  extend  to  Liverpool  as  well  as  to  Birming<^ 
ham  ? — Yes. 

1245.  ^r.  Knight.]  Would  it  not  have  been  a  very  great  advantage  to  those 
Irish  paupers  whom  you  have  described,  if  instead  of  residence  conferring 
irremovability,  that  it  should  confer  a  settlement  ? — I  do  think  it  desirable  that  that 
should  be  so.  I  do  not  know  any  reason  why  it  should  not  be  so.  That  was  the 
origin  of  the  law  of  settlement  by  the  Act  of  Charles  which  first  created  the  law 
of  settlement ;  it  merely  rendered  certain  persons  under  certain  circumstances 
irremovable,  for  instanqe,  parties  who  had  been  born  in  a  parish  and  those  who 
resided  as  apprentices  or  servants  under  a  yearly  hiring  for  40  days. 

1246.  Do  you  think  a  natural  settlement  would  be  a  greater  advantage  to  a 
pauper  than  irremovability,  when  a  man  has  lived  five  years  in  a  parish? — Yes^ 
I  think  it  would. 

1247.  ^o^  '^^^^  &^^^  the  gross  estimated  rental  of  Birmingham  at  814,857  Lp 
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the  rateable  value  at  620,349/.,  and  the  amount  spent  in  the  reHef  of  the  poor,  j.  Corder^E^q, 

43»745/-?— Ye8.  _ 

1248.  Now,  from  that  I  make  out  that  that  is  1^.  in  the  pound  on  the  gross  i3  June  186a 
estimated  rental,  or  1  s.  4}  d.  in  the  pound  on  the  parochial  assessment ;  that  is  a 

very  moderate  assessment,  is  it  not  ? — Only  a  portion  of  that  is  applied  to  the 
relief  of  the  poor ;  the  residue  is  employed  in  paying  the  borough  rate,  and  other 
charges. 

1249.  1^0  yo"  "o^  believe  that  the  poor  law  is  very  well  administered  in 
Birmin^fham  ? — I  believe  it  is. 

1250.  And  very  satisfactorily  to  the  body  of  ratepayers  in  the  parish?— I 
believe  that  it  is. 

1251.  It  is  not  from  the  break  down  of  the  present  system  that  you  recommend 
such  sweeping  changes  as  you  have;  it  is  only  because  you  think  something  may 
be  better  r — I  do  nut  think  that  the  power  of  removal  is  of  any  advantage  to  us  • 
and  I  think  that  it  is  a  very  great  hardship  upon  the  poor. 

1252.  It  is  not  on  account  of  the  present  system  not  workihg  well  that  you 
wish  the  sweeping  clianges  to  be  made,  which  you  have  referred  to,  of  the  aboli- 
tion of  the  law  of  settlement,  and  the  extension  of  the  area  of  chargeability? 

No,  it  is  not  that  the  administration  of  the  law  relating  to  the  relief  of  the  poor 
in  Birmingham  is  unsuccessful  in  its  operations,  but  because  I  believe  the  law  of 
settlement  and  removal  to  be  wrong  in  principle. 

1253.  What  has  been  the  cause  of  the  litigation  to  which  you  referred  ;  within 
the  last  few  years,  has  it  been^  principally  about  settlements  ? — The  litigation  is 
still  large,  but  I  know  of  a  lunatic  case  which  was  carried  from  the  Court  of 
Quarter  Sessions  into  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  and  argued  at  great  length, 
which  cost  a  considerable  sum  of  money ;  that  case  only  related  to  the  settle- 

*  ment  of  one  individual,  and  that  individual  a  lunatic. 

1254.  Mr.  Dodson.^  Have  the  expenses  of  litigation  diminished  since  the 
passing  of  the  Act  of  1846  ?— The  expenses  of  litigaiion  considerably  increased 
after  the  passing  of  the  Poor  Law  Amendment  Act  in  1 834,  which  required  that 
copies  of  tlie  examination  on  which  orders  were  made  should  be  sent  to  the  parisb 
to  which  paupers  were  intended  to  be  removed  ;  various  technical  objections  were 
constantly  taken  to  such  examinations,  and  even  a  single  word  omitted  from  an 
exaroinatiou  might  result  in  the  order  being  quashed,  and  a  large  amount  expended 
in  litigation.  The  late  Mr.  Baines  introduced  an  Act  which  got  rid  of  that  by 
declaring  that  no  defect  in  the  examination  shall  be  fatal  to  the  order,  but  that  a 
statement  of  the  grounds  on  which  the  order  was  made  should  be  sent  in  writing 
to  the  parish  to  which  the  pauper  was  intended  to  be  removed,  and  that  any  error 
or  defect  should  be  allowed  to  be  amended  in  Court;  and  since  then,  the  litigation 
has  considerably  diminished. 

'255.  Chairman.]  Are  not  a  great  number  of  cases  now  settled  out  of 
court  ? — ^Yes ;  until  the  passing  of  Mr.  Baines*  Act,  litigation,  no  doubt,  was 
very  extensive,  and,  in  fact,  had  reached  an  alarming  height.  That  Act  tended 
very  much  to  diminish  litigation,  but  I  think  that  ap|)eals  are  now  becoming 
more  numerous  against  the  orders  of  removal  than  they  were. 

1 256.  Sir  fV.  Miles.]  Can  you  give  the  total  expense  of  the  removals  from  the 
Birmingham  Union  for  the  last  four  or  five  years  ? — I  can  give  the  Committee  * 
the  cost  during  the  last  12  months,  that  is,  the  year  ending  the  31st  of  December 

18.59.  The  number  of  orders  of  removal  made  on  other  parishes  by  Birming- 
ham was  47.  The  number  of  persons  included  in  such  orders  was  loO;  the 
number  of  cases  in  which  persons  returned  after  removal,  and  who  became 
chargeable  was  only  one.  The  total  amount  expended  in  executing  the  47  orders, 
including  magistrates'  clerks'  fees,  travelling  and  all  other  expenses  was 
117/.  4^.  4d. 

1257.  Was  that  the  year  in  which  the  expensive  order  was  taken  to  the 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  and  afterwards  to  the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber?  — 
It  was;  but  those  expenses  are  not  included,  because  the  case  was  not  then 
decided. 

1258.  Can  you  find  any  other  fact  to  bear,  out  your  assertion  that  ihe  expense 
of  removal  led  to  litigation? — The  117/.  4^.  4^.  does  not  include  law  charges; 

the  law  charges  have  been  considerably  increased  during  the  last  two  or  three  ^ 

years. 

1 259.  Can  you  compare   them   at  all  with  what  the  charges  were  to  Bir- 
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J,  CoidtTj  £jq.    minghan)  prior  to  the  passing  of  Mr.  Baines*  Act?— I  may  have  the  means  at  Bir- 

mingham  of  doing  so,  but  I  am  not  prepared  to  do  so  now. 

ift  Jiwe  i»6o.  1260.  Will  you  be  kind  enough  to  give  the  total  law  charfies  for  the  last  five 
years,  and  also  for  the  five  years  previous  to  the  passing  of  Mr.  Baines'  Act  ? — 
I  will  endeavour  to  supply  the  Committee  with  that  information. 

1261.  Mr.  Knight.]  What  is  the  date  of  Mr.  Baines'  Act?— 1848,  I  think; 
I  am  not  sure. 

1262.  I  have  here  the  expense  of  the  removals  from  Birmingham  for  the  year 
ending  March,  1855.  The  total  expenses  were  44/.  12*.  And  I  have  again,  in 
another  return,  the  total  expenses  during  the  year  ending  25th  March,  1857, 
which  were  1 10  /.  10^.  5  rf.;  you  would  not  consider  those  as  very  great  expenses 
out  of  45,000  L  ? — ^Those  expenses  do  not  include  law  costs. 

1263.  Sir  W.  Miles.]  Where  would  those  costs  come  from  in  your  union? — 
Tliey  are  paid  out  of  the  poor  rate. 

1264.  Are  they  not  charged  as  law  charges? —We  have  a  column  for  law 
cosls,  but  they  are  not  included  in  those  items ;  those  items  merely  include 
magistrates'  clerks*  fees,  which  are  very  inconsiderable.  They  are  about  9  s.  on 
each  order,  and  the  travelling  expenses  of  the  officer  who  makes  the  inquiry, 
and  who  ultimately  executes  the  order. 

1265.  Mr.  Maguire.]  Litigation  is  one  thing,  and  removal  is  another  ?«-* 
Precisely  so. 

1266.  The  expenses  of  litigation  are  not  included  in  the  amount  you  gave  ? — 
Certainly  not. 

1267.  Can  you  give  any  idea  as  to  what  would  be  the  costs  of  that  lunatic 
case;  would  they  be  200  I.  taking  it  from  one  court  to  the  other  ?— Probably 
our  proportion  pi  it  would  not  quite  reach  100  /.  I  do  not  know  what  the  pro- 
portion  of  the  other  parish  would  be. 

1 268.  In  all  probability  the  proportion  of  the  other  parish  would  be  something 
similar  to  yours  ? — ^Yes. 

1269.  Are  the  orders  of  removal  obtained  in  open  Court? — ^The  examinations 
are  prepaied  by  me  and  read  over  to  the  examinant;  then  the  examinant  is 
taken  before  the  magistrates  and  simply  sworn  and  asked  whether  ihe  contents 
of  the  examination  are  true.  The  order  is  then  signed,  as  a  matter  of  course,  by 
the  magistrates  ;  although  they  are  supposed  to  sit  and  act  judicially  in  making 
the  order  of  removal,  it  is  not  usual  to  do  so.  They  take  it  for  granted  that  the 
evidence  will  support  the  order,  which  it  generally  does,  and  they  make  the  order 
accordingly. 

1270.  Is  ihe  paper  ever  read  by  the  magistrates? — ^Not  generally. 

1271.  Does  the  magistrate  ever  inquire  into  the  case  ? — No. 

1272.  Might  it  not  happen  that  by  an  arrangement  between  the  pauper  and 
the  officer  of  the  removing  parish,  that  the  pauper  might  be  defrauded  of  his 
right?— I  do  not  understand  the  question. 

1273.  Is  it  not  possible  that  by  such  an  arrangem^t  on  the  part  of  the  officer, 
that  the  poor  person  would  be  led  to  believe  that  he  had  no  right  to  remain,  and 
that,  therefore,  he  would  abandon  his  right? — The  pauper  might  be  so  misled; 
but  I  do  not  think  it  would  be  so.  Every  case  is  examined  by  myself,  and  I 
should  take  great  care  that  it  is  not  so.     But  I  have  no  fear  of  our  officer  acting  so. 

1 274.  Such  a  state  of  thingsmight  happen  ? — It  might  happen ;  but  not  with  us. 

1275.  There  is  no  check  by  the  magistrate  on  such  a  state  of  things  happening? 
— No,  unless  the  magistrates  were  to  examine  the  p^rty  vivd  voce. 

1276.  Does  it  ever  happen  that  the  order  is  given  by  the  magistrate,  not  in 
open  court,  but  in  his  own  house? — No,  it  is  generally  done  at  petty  sessions. 

1277.  Is  it  ever  done  at  any  other  place? — I  have  known  it  done  so  for- 
merly, but  not  in  Birmingham. 

1278.  Do  you  mean  to  say  that  there  are  instances  in  which  it  is  not  done  in 
open  court  ? — In  the  borough  of  Birminghaui  these  orders  are  always  made  in 
open  court,  at  the  public  office,  where  the  magistrates  sit  daily. 

1279.  Great  hardship  arises  from  a  man  losing  his  non-removability  by 
happening  to  go  from  one  parish  to  another  in  the  same  union  ? — ^Yes,  and  so 
becoming  removable. 

1 280.  Has  it  ever  come  to  your  knowledge  that  the  officials  of  the  union  were 
advising  the  man  to  change  his  residence? — Such  tbii^  might  occur,  but  I  have 
never  known  them ;  an  order  of  removal  being  made  would  create  a  break  in  their 
residence,  but  the  party  must  become  chargeable  before  the  order  could  be  made. 

I28ulthink 


Digitized  by 


Google 


SELECT  COMMITTEE  ON  IRREMOVABLE  POOR.  ri 

1281.  I  think  you  gave  the  Committee  to  understand^  that  there  are  cases      J.  Con/en  E#q. 
where  persons  were  induced  to  change  their  residence  ? — ^I  was  misunderstood  if       

J  did.  IS  June  i86a 

1282.  With  regard  to  the  removal  of  persons  who  become  chargeable  from 
accidents  or  sickness,  you  say  it  |>ermanent  disability  is  likely  to  arise  frum 
sickness  or  accident,  that  those  persons  would  be  removed  if  they  were  removable? 
—Yes. 

1283.  I  will  assume  a  case;  suppose  a  man  has  lived  for  four  and  a  half  years 
in  Birmingham,  that  he  has  worked  at  some  trade  and  supported  himself  and  bis 
family,  that  he  has  never  applied  for  relief,  but  that,  unfortunately,  he  suffers  some 
severe  accident  which  disables  him  for  a  time^  and  he  is  taken  into  one  of  yoor 
hospitals,  under  those  circumstances  would  you  have  him  removed? — In  the 
hospital  he  would  not  be  chargeable  to  Birmingham  ;  if  he  went  into  the  work- 
house and  became  chargeable,  certainly,  under  those  circumstanoes,  we  should 
make  an  order  for  removal,  if  permanent  disability  existed. 

«  1284.  Assuming  he  went  into  the  hospital,  and  was  there  surgically  treated, 
and  was  afterwards  no  longer  able  to  support  himself,  and  he  demanded  relief 
from  your  union,  in  this  case  you  would  remove  him? — We  should. 

1285.  Although  he  had  worked  in  your  parish  industriously  ibr  four  and  a  hatf 
years,  and  supported  his  family  by  his  industry  ? — Even  if  he  had  worked  there 
for  four  years  and  eleven  months  we  should  remove  him. 

1286.  Would  that  law  be  carried  out  in  Birmingham  ? — It  is,  at  this  moment. 

1287.  There  removals  are  comparatively  rare  ? — They  are  comparatively 
few. 

1288.  If  the  man  had  worked  there  for  four  and  a  half  years,  and  supported 
himself  and  his  family  by  bis  industry,  became  incapacitated,  by  some  accident 
over  which  he  had  no  control,  you  would  remove  him  from  your  paiish? — We 
should,  on  obtaining  evidence  of  his  settlement. 

1289.  You  stated  that  there  were  seven  adults  and  one  child  removed; 
under  what  circumstances  was  that  child  removed  ? — It  was  removed  with  ilas 
parent. 

1290.  I  think  you  stated  that  1,900  Z.  was  charged,  as  against  certain  unions, 
for  the  support  of  their  poor  by  your  union? — By  the  parish  of  Birmingham,  prior 
to  the  Irremovable  Act  coming  into  operation. 

1-291.  Where  the  practice  is  to  remove,  whenever  it  is  possible  to  remove  the 
person,  does  not  that  practice  deter  the  irremovable  poor  from  leaving  the  place 
where  they  are  irremovable,  in  search  of  work  ? — It  may  have  that  effect 

1292.  Where  the  practice  of  removing  every  poor  person  who  can  be  removed, 
is  adopted,  is  not  that  sufficient  to  deter  people  from  going  from  one  parish  to 
another  in  search  of  work,  w  here  the  law  of  removal  is  strictly  enforced,  is  that 
not  so  ? — One  would  suppose  it  would  be,  but  I  do  not  think  they  give  the  matter 
much  consideration. 

1293.  Suppose  a  man  lived  for  five  years  in  parish  A.,  and  is  irremovable;  and 
in  parish  B.  it  is  known  that  the  law  is  very  strictly  enforced ;  and  it)  parish  A. 
work  is  scarce,  and  in  parish  B.  it  is  abundant ;  is  not  a  party  livhig  in  the  one 
parish  very  likely  not  to  go  to  the  other,  lest  he  should  become  a  pauper,  and  be 
removed  ? — Perhaps  that  is  becoming  more  so  now,  because  the  law  is  better 
understood  ;  but  I  believe  that  until  recently  the  matter  was  scarcely  considered, 
and  is  not  very  much  so  now. 

1 294.  Is  it  not  very  well  known  that  it  has  the  effect  of  keeping  a  large  body 
of  people*  sometimes  where  there  is  no  employment  for  them  in  a  particular 
place ;  whereas,  if  there  was  no  law  of  removal  they  would  go  where  they  liked 
in  search  of  employment? — ^That,  certainly,  would  be  so  if  there  were  no  law  of 
removal ;  notwithstanding  my  opinion  as  regards  the  law  of  removal,  I  do  not 
think  the  poor  give  that  matter  any  consideration ;  I  think  they  go  where  they 
are  most  likely  to  obtain  the  best  employment  and  the  best  wages,  without  con^ 
sidering  whether  .they  would  lose  their  privilege  of  irremovability,  and  become 
liable  to  be  removed  or  not. 

1295.  Is  your  answer,  then,  confined  to  the  experience  which  you  derive  from 
Birmingham,  or  would  you  carry  it  largely  beyond  ? — I  would. 

1296.  Do  not  the  Irish  prize  their  irremovability  a  good  deal  ? — I  think,  now, 
they  are  beginning  to  do  so. 

1297.  Mr.  H.  Herbert.']  What  steps  do  you  take  when  you  determine  upon 
removing  an  Irish  pauper,  in  the  way  of  securing  him  from  hardship  during  hi§ 
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jr.  CortkTj  Esq.    journey  home  ? — We  have   certain   regulations,  made  by  the  court  of  quf^rter 

sessions,  which  are  observed  ;  he  is  conveyed  in  a  covered  carriage  to  Liverpool, 

i«  Jane  i86o.  ^^^^  ^^i^^  placed  on  board  the  vessel  sailing  for  Ireland  ;  and  the  counterpart  of 
the  order  for  his  removal  to  Ireland  is  delivered  to  the  captain ;  he  has  also 
2s.  in  money  and  some  bread  and  provisions  given  to  him  to  provide  for  himself 
on  the  voyage,  or  on  his  arrival  in  Ireland ;  Uiose  are  the  steps  taken. 

1298.  No  matter  to  what  port  in  Ireland  he  goes?— He  goes  to  the  port 
nearest  the  county  In  which  he  was  born;  the  order  is  always  made  for  his  con- 
veyance to  the  port  nearest  the  county  in  which  he  was  born. 

1299.  You  say  begets  two  shillings  for  his  maintenance  on  board? — Or  on 
his  arrival  on  shore. 

1300.  When  is  that  given  to  him  ?— On  board. 

1301.  Do  you  not  think  two  shillings  is  a  very  inadequate  provision,  supposing 
he  lives  in  a  very  distant  part  of  Ireland  from  the  port  at  which  he  disembarks? 
— I  apprehend  on  his  arrival  he  would  apply  to  the  first  union  he  could  find. 

1302.  Are  you  aware  that  by  the  Irish  Poor  Law,  there  is  no  provision 
for  settinci  him  on  his  journey  again  ? — ^There  is  no  out-door  relief  in  Ireland. 

1303.  Are  you  aware  that  there  is  no  power  for  assisting  him  to  get  on?—I 
believe  there  is  no  power.  It  has  often  occurred  to  me  that  great  hardship  was 
inflicted,  I  do  not  know  how  many  of  them  do  get  on.  All  that  the  law  requires 
of  us  is  performed. 

1304.  Is  it  laid  down  by  law  that  he  is  only  to  get  two  shillings  upon  his  going 
on  board  the  steamer  ? — ^I  do  not  know  whether  that  forms  one  of  the  regulations 
or  not,  I  am  inclined  to  think  it  does  not;  but  it  is  uniformly  acted  upon 
by  us. 

1305.  Sir  E.  Grogan.]  What  does  the  law  require  you  to  do  in  the  case  of  an 
Irish  pauper  whom  you  are  going  to  remove  ?— In  the  first  place  we  obtain  the 
order  for  his  removal. 

1306.  Where  ere  you  bound  to  deposit  him? — The  captain  deposits  him  at 
the  port  named  in  the  warrant,  which  is  that  which  is  the  nearest  to  the  county 
in  which  he  was  born. 

1307.  You  consider  that  the  law  now  requires  you  to  send  an  Irish  pauper 
you  are  removing  home,  to  the  port  in  Ireland  nearest  his  place  of  residence? 
— Nearest  his  place  of  birth. 

1308.  What  is  the  limit  with  regard  to  the  removal  of  the  English  pauper? 
—The  English  pauper  is  taken  home  direct  to  his  parish  or  to  the  workhouse  of 
the  union  in  which  that  parish  is  situated. 

1309.  Do  you  not  think  that  the  law  should  be  applied  to  the  Irish  pauper 
in  the  same  way  as  it  is  applied  to  the  English?— I  do  not  see  why  it  should 
not,  but  the  expense  would  be  very  much  greater. 

1310.  Therefore,  according  to  that  system,  if  a  pauper  is  going  to  Limerick, 
yon  leave  him  on  the  shore  at  Cork,  and  give  him  2  s.  in  his  pocket  to  travel 
!00  miles,  or  thereabouts,  do  you  consider  that  is  fair  to  the  Irish  pauper,  con- 
sidering  the  treatment  which  you  would  give  an  English  pauper  who  is  to  be 
removed  ?  -  No;  I  have  always  thought  that  is  a  distinction  without  any  reason- 
able cause. 

131 1.  A  distinction  to  the  prejudice  of  the  Irish  pauper  ?— Yes. 

1312.  Mr.  H.  Herbert.']  I  understand  you  to  say  that  you  give  him  2  8.  when 
you  get  him  on  board  ? — On  board  the  ship  at  Liverpool. 

1313.  That  is  simply  to  support  him  while  he  is  on  board,  and  not  to  enable 
him  to  get  home  from  Cork  ? — Yes. 

1314.  You  assume  that  he  arrives  in  Cork  in  a  state  of  destitution  ? — It  depends 
on  what  he  expends  on  board  ;  they  have  some  bread  and  provisions  as  well  as 
the  2  s. 

1315.  Can  you  give  the  Committee  a  copy  of  those  resolutions  ?—l  will  send 
them.  .  i 

1316.  Sir  E.  Grogan.]  Is  it  the  invariable  rule  of  the  magistrates  of  the  parish 
of  Birmingham  to  send  all  the  Irish  paupers  to  Liverpool  ? — Yes,  they  all  go  vid 
Liverpool. 

13^7*  If  y^u  ^^^^  go»^g  *<>  send  a  pauper  to  Cork  from  Birmingham,  would 
you  send  him  to  Liverpool  ? — Yes. 

1318.  Why  would  you  not  send  him  to  Bristol  ?— Those  are  the  regulations ; 
I  suppose  at  the  time  they  were  framed  it  was  found  that  Liverpool  was  more 
convenient,  and  I  should  think  it  is  so  now,  because  Bristol  would  be  very  cir- 
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cuitous ;  you  would,  have  to  go  round  by  the  Briatoi  Channel.    Those  are  matters     j.  Corder^  Eff* 
oyer  which  we  have  no  control.  ■ 

1319*  Mr.  Magmre^l  Does  the  fact  that  they  are  to  have  bread  given  to  them      i<  June  i86o. 
appear  in  the  regulations  ? — ^I  think  not. 

1320.  Do  you  know  that  every  pauper  who  is  removed  to  Ireland  does,  besides 
receiving  a  certain  sum  of  money,  have  bread  given  to  him  ? — I  believe  they 
have  it. 

1321.  Do  you  know  that  from  your  own  knowledge? — I  know  from  the  relieving 
officer  that  it  is  the  general  practice,  and  I  know  it  also  from  this  fact,  that  the 
officer  charges  in  his  bill  the  bread  given  to  the  paupers. 

1322.  Is  it  invariably  given  ? — Yes,  I  believe  it  is. 

1323.  Nothing  but  the  loaf  of  bread  and  the  2  s.  ? — Nothing  but  the  loaf  of 
bread  and  provisions,  and  the  2  8. 

1324.  Sir  E.  Gfrogan.']  You  have  already  mentioned  that  you  saw  no  objection 
to  reducing  the  period  of  residence  from  five  years  to  three 't — No  ;  on  the  con- 
trary, I  think  it  uould  be  very  desirable. 

1325.  Do  you  think  there  would  be  any  objection  to  making  three  years' 
residence  confer  a  settlement  ? — No  ;  I  do  not  think  there  would  be  any  objection 
to  that  if  the  law  of  settlement  is  to  continue. 

1326.  Mr.  MaguireJ]  Do  you  ever  discriminate  in  cases  of  this  kind  :  suppose 
you  remove  two  persons,  one  being  a  native  of  Cork,  and  the  other  a  native  of 
some  distant  part  of  Kerry,  would  you  give  to  the  person  who  is  to  be  removed 
to  a  distant  part  of  Kerry^  landed  on  the  shore  of  Cork,  a  larger  sum  than  you 
would  give  to  the  person  who  would,  in  fact,  go  back  to  his  own  people  in 
Cork  ? — I  think  the  sum  is  an  uniform  sum,  no  matter  what  the  distance  is. 

1327.  Chairman.']  It  has  only  reference  to  his  passage? — ^That  is  all. 

1328.  You  have  done  with  the  pauper  when  he  has  landed  ? — When  he  is  put 
on  board  the  ship  he  is  placed  in  charge  of  the  captain. 

1329.  Mr.  Ayrton^]  In  point  of  fact,  in  strict  justice,  you  ought  only  to  pay 
half  the  charge  of  the  passage  to  Ireland  ? — No, 

1330.  Mr.  H.  Herbert.]  In  the  case  of  the  English  pauper  who  is  removed,  a 
copy  of  the  examination  is  taken  by  you  and  sent  to  the  Board  of  Guardians  ? — 
Formerly  it  was  so  until  Mr.  Baines'  Act  passed,  and  now  that  is  superseded  by 
the  grounds  of  removal,  in  writing,  being  sent  to  the  parish. 

1331*  You  send  nothing  of  that  kindjn  the  case  of  an  Irish  pauper,  to  the 
place  where  he  says  he  was  born  ? — Nothing  of  the  kind ;  we  take  his  exa- 
mination in  writing ;  at  least,  there  is  a  printed  form,  the  blanks  of  which  are 
filled  up,  and  which  he  signs. 

1332.  You  do  not  communicate  that  to  the  union  to  which  he  is  going  ? — We 
do  not. 

1333.  Chairman.]  There  is  no  settlement  in  Ireland? — No. 

1334.  Mr.  Ayrton.]  With  reference  to  your  answer  about  the  Strand  Union, 
have  you  considered  what  ihe  effect  would  be  as  between  the  Strand  Union  and 
the  adjoining  parishes  of  abolishing  the  law  of  removal,  whether  it  would  work 
any  injustice  to  the  Strand  Union,  as  compared  with  the  adjoining  parishes  of 
Bloomsbury  and  Westminster  ? — No,  I  do  not  think  it  would.  I  may  just  add, 
before  I  leave,  that  ahliough  I  have  given  my  opinion  that  the  abolition  of  the 
law  of  settlement,  or  a  reduction  of  the  tinre  of  conferring  irremovability,  will 
not  create  any  inconvenience  or  injustice  as  regards  the  Strand  Union,  I  see,  by 
the  evidence  given  before  this  Honourable  Committee  last  Session,  that  the 
present  clerk  of  that  union  entertains  a  different  opinion. 

1335.  Have  you  directed  your  attention  to  the  particular  condition  of  the 
parishes  in  the  neighbourhood  of  the  Strand  Union,  to  the  fact  that  in  those 
parishes  houses  are  being  built  of  a  class  such  as  not  to  admit  of  a  chargeable 
residence  to  the  poor  r — Yes ;  the  houses  which  are  being  built  in  that  part  of 
the  metropolis,  generally  speaking,  are,  1  believe,  not  at  all  of  u  class  calculated 
to  receive  such  inmates. 

1336.  Therefore  if  the  law  of  removal  were  entirely  abolished,  the  wealthy 
parishes  in  London  would  cease  to  pay  poor-rates  after  a  short  time,  or  nearly 
so,  would  they  not  ? — I  suppose  if  some  of  the  city  of  London  parishes  were  to 
relieve  their  poor  very  liberally,  that  they  would  still  have  some  poor  left.  I 
suppose  that  to  a  certain  extent  that  would  be  so, 
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jSm  Appendix. 


The  Reverend  Mark  Cosofij  called  in ;  and  ExaniiDed. 

1 337.  Mr.  Tollemache.]  ARE  you  chairman  of  the  Wirral  Uaion,  in  Cheshure  ? 
— Yes. 

J  338.  What  is  the  »ize  of  that  union.  How  many  townships  does  it  consist 
off — Fifty-six  townships.  « 

1339.  Is  the  population  of  this  union  both  commerrial  and  agricultural?— 
Yes ;  partly  commercial^  and  partly  agricultural. 

1340.  Chairman  ]  Does  it  include  Birkenhead  ? — Birkenhead  is  in  the  union. 

1341.  Mr.  Toliemache.]  Is  the  plan  of  raising  the  common  fund  considered  to 
work  unfeirly  in  your  union  ? — ^Very  unfairly  as  regards  the  country  townships,  and 
especially  as  regards  those  that  are  already  heavily  burdened  with  their  own  poor. 

1342.  Can  you  prove  it  in  any  way? — I  can  from  our  accounts.  The  irremov- 
able poor  reside  chiefly  in  the  commercial  district,  which  comprises  Birkenhead, 
the  parish  of  Wallasey,  including  Liscard,  Poulton-cum-Seacombe,  and  Wallasey, 
and  the  townships  of  Tranmere,  Bidston,  Claughlon,  Noctorum,  and  Oxton. 

1343.  Will  you  state  to  the  Committee  how  the  raising  of  this  common  fund 
works  very  unfairly  in  your  union  ? — The  common  fund  is  raised  upon  the  averages 
of  the  townships  for  three  years ;  the  last  avenige  was  taken  in  1857. 

1344.  Will  you  prove  how  it  works  very  unfairly  to  the  whole  union  ? — ^Take, 
for  in>tance,  Great  Neston,  which  is  an  old  town  -in  the  hundred  of  Wirral  ; 
the  cost  of  the  settled  poor  in  Great  Neston  in  the  year  1859  was  347/.  7^.,  while 
at  the  same  time  it  contributed  towards  the  union  poor  314/.  and  101  /.  to  the 
common  fund,  makinjj  the  common  charges  and  the  union  charges  considerably 
more  than  that  which  they  paid  for  their  own  poor. 

1345.  Chairman.']  More  than  they  used  to  pay  r — More  than  they  are  paying 
at  the  present  time.  In  the  year  ending  March  1859  ^h^re  were  inemovable  poor 
residing  in  Birkenhead,  but  having  no  legal  settlement  in  any  township  in  the 
union,  who  received  relief  to  the  amount  of  2,832  /.  9  ^. ;  and  towards  this  sum 
Birkenhead  contributed  1,662  /.  15^.  These  poor  were  composed  of  289  English, 
1,021  Irish,  44  Scotch,  and  130  Welch.  The  cost  of  the  settled  poor  of  Birken- 
head in  the  year,  or  rather  the  poor  who  were  charged  to  the  township  because 
many  of  them  were  not  settled  at  Birkenhead,  some  of  them  were  Irish  females 
with  families,  deserted  by  their  husliands,  amounted  to  1,921  /.  4^.  There  are 
some  townships  in  the  country  districts  that  do  not  contribute  anything  to  the 
union  fund,  but  actually  have  paupers  receiving  relief  from  the  union  fund. 

1346.  Sir  W.  Miles.']  How  many  irremovable  poor  reside  in  the  parish  of 
Great  Neston? — ^There  were  30  residing  there  that  had  a  settlement  in  the  union ; 
there  were  19  living  somewhere  in  the  union  who  had  their  settlement  in  Great 
Neston.  There  were  18  English,  21  Irish,  and  three  Welch  residing  in  Neston 
who  had  no  settlement  in  the  union ;  total  number  of  irremovable  poor  residing 
in  Neston,  72. 

1 347.  And  consequently  were  irremovable  ? — Yes ;  in  consequence  of  length  of 
residence,  or  on  account  of  sickness. 

1348.  Mr.  Tollemache.]  Will  you  give  the  names  of  the  townships  that  con- 
tribute nothing  at  present  to  the  common  fund  ?- — Caldy  is  one  ;  and  at  the  same 
time  there  were  paupers  legally  settled  in  Caldy,  who  were  receiving  relief  from 
the  common  fund  to  the  amount  of  22  /.  7  s. 

1349.  Residing  in  Caldy?— No;  residing  in  some  other  parish  in  the  union, 
irremovable  from  that  parish  ;  but  their  settlement  was  in  Caldy. 

1 350.  If  that  be  the  case,  how  is  it  that  Caldy  contributes  nothing  whatever  to 
the  common  fund  ? — Because  Caldy  had  no  settled  poor  receiving  relief  during 
the  three  years  from  which  the  averages  -were  taken,  and  there  are  three  other 
townships  similarly  circumstanced. 

1351-  Mr.  Kn^htJ]  What  are  the  names  of  the  other  townships? — Overpool 
is  one. 

13.52.  Will  you  show  the  proportion  that  each  township  pays  to  the  common 
fund? — I  have  here  a  list  of  16  townships  which  do  not  contribute  anything  to 
the  relief  of  the  union  paupers  beyond  what  union  paupers  legally  settled  in 
those  tow  nships  receive  from  the  union  fund. 

1353.  Chairman.]  Can  you  give  the  character  of  those  townships?— They  are 
chiefly  agricultural  townships. 

J  354.  Do  the  labourers  reside  in  other  parishes  r — In  some  cases  they  do.     The 
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Dumber  of  irremoTable  poor  befongmg  to  some  of  the  parishes  in  the  union  is  209,  Rev*  Mori  Coxoa. 

and  the  cont  of  their  maintenance  74a/.  1  s.    These  are  poor  Kyin^  in  some       

of  the  parishes  in  ttie  union,  and  belonging  to  some  other  parish  in  the  union,  b«it      ^*  "'^^^  *'^' 

irremovable  from  their  place  of  residence.     In  this  yearns  account,  the  number 

belonging  to  no  parish  in  the  union,  are  74  English^  >9439  Iri^^t  33  Scotch,  and 

^59  Welsh ;  and  the  cost  of  their  mainteoence  is  3,461  L  5  s.     1  cannot  vouch  for 

the  correctness  of  those  figuies,  because  this  is  a  rough  copy  that  was  sent  me  this 

rooming.     It  is  only  a  proof  copy,  and  there  may  be  some  mistakes  made  in  the 

Erintiug.     I  believe  there  are  some  very  slight  mistimes.     I  expect  on  Friday  to 
ave  a  corrected  copy. 

'355'  Mr.  Tollemache.^  The  numbers  you  are  giving  now,  you  believe  to  be 
correct.  Yes.  The  cost  of  the  union  poor  this  year  is  4,493  f.  1 8  s.j  that  is  the 
irremovable  poor,  for  the  year  ending  25th  March  i860.  The  first  account  I 
gave  was  for  1 8 '^g,  which  is  a  more  perfect  account  than  the  one  for  1 860. 

1356.  Chairman.']  You  find  that  16  of  the  townships  do  not  contribute  any- 
thing?— ^There  are  16  which  do  not  contribute  anything  beyond  what  is  paid 
to  their  own  settled  poor,  who  are  receiving  relief  from  the  union  fund. 

1357.  Do  you  know  anything  of  the  character  of  these  townships;  are  they 
owned  by  a  proprietor  or  by  a  few  proprietors  ? — In  some  cases  they  are  owned 
by  single  individuals,  and  in  others  by  not  many  proprietors.  Four  town&bips 
pay  nothing,  and  1 2  less  than  the  cost  of  maintaining  their  settled  irremovable  poor, 
casting  on  other  townships  the  additional  cliai^e  of  78/.  1 5*. ;  four  townships  con* 
tribute  less  than  1  d.  in  the  pound  00  the  valuation  over  mid  above  the  cost  of 
maintaining  their  settled  irremovable  poor  ;  that  is  to  say,  but  (or  the  Irremovable 
Act,  these  poor  would  be  charged  to  that  township ;  they  are  not  included  in  their 
settled  poor.     There  are  10  townships  which  contribute  1  d.  and  a  fraction. 

1358.  These  are  not  included  in  the  i6>  bat  b  sohkj  otliers ?— Yes,  in  some 
others;  six  townships  2d.  and  a  fraction;  seven  townships  3(2.  and  a  fraction; 
six  townships  4^/.  and  a  fraction ;  three  townships  6  d.  and  a  fraction  ;  and  Great 
Neston  wd.'m  the  pound* 

iS'iQ-  Mr.  Tollemacke.']  Neston  is  the  greatest,  which  pays  10  d.  r — Yes. 

1360.  Which  pays  the  least? — Caldy  appears  to  contribute  nothing,  and  Greasby 
nothing. 

1361.  Is  that  a  proprietary  parish  ? — No,  there  are  several  proprietors. 

1362.  Is  that  agricaltural  ? — ^Yes. 

1363.  How  far  is  it  from  Birkenhead  ?— Six  miles.  Before  the  last  averages 
were  stmck,  it  contributed  a  &ir  proportion  in  consequence  of  having  ujany 
paupers  chargeable  during  the  three  years  preceding  former  averages  Netherpool 
contributes  nothing,  and  Overpool  contributes  nothing.  Those  are  the  four  town- 
ships which  contribute  nothing  to  the  union  fund. 

1364.  Are  we  to  understand  that  each  of  these  four  townships  are  owned  by 
particular  proprietors  ? — No ;  Greasby  is  not, 

1365-  Sir  jE.  Grogan.]  Are  ihey  owned  by  several  proprietors? — Greasby  by 
several,  the  others  by  single  proprietors. 

1366.  Do  you  know  how  many? — No;  there  is  one  proprietor  in  Caldy,  aud 
the  other  two  both  belong  to  the  same  proprietor. 

1367.  Is  there  a  market  town  in  Birkenhead  ? — The  market  town  of  Overpool 
and  Netherpool  would  be  Chester. 

1368.  What  distance  .are  they  from  Birkenhead  ? — About  12  miles. 

1369.  Mr.  ToUanache.l  Is  the  comaK)n  fund  greatly  on  the  increase  in  your      S^e Appendix, 
union  ? — Yes,  considerably. 

1370.  Are  the  number  of  irremovable  poor  on  the  increase? — Yes,  very  much. 

1371.  What  is  the  opinion  of  the  guardians  generallv  as  to  the  unfairness  of 
the  way  in  which  this  fund  is  raised  at  present  ?— They  all  a^ree  that  it  is  very  un- 
fair, even  those  who  are  favoured  by  the  present  mode  of  raising  the  union  fund. 

1372.  Therefore  the  guardians  are  unanimously  of  opinion  that  the  present 
system  works  very  unjustly  ?— Yea,  they  are. 

1373-  Sir  W.  Mies.]  Is  tint  opinion  with  reference  to  the  present  law,  or  the 
present  system  ?— The  present  system  of  raising  the  union  fund.  It  appears  that  the 
Legislature  seemed  to  take  the  nnton  fund  to  be  really  a  union  fund.  In  the 
first  instance  it  was  not  so.  At  first,  the  union  fund  was  applied  only  to  pay  the 
working  expenses  of  the  union,  and  it  was  very  properly  raised  in  those  townships 
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Hev.  Mark  Coxan.  which  had  poor  chargeable  to  them,  in  the  proportion  of  the  poor  that  each  had ; 

.... but  when  the  irremovable  law  was  passed,  a  new  class  of  paupers  was  thrown  on 

14  June  i86a  that  fund,  and  then  I  do  not  see  why  the  townships,  which  were  heavily  taxed 
before  for  their  own  poor,  should  be  the  only  townships  which  should  have  to  bear 
the  burthen  of  the  new  paupers. 

1374.  ChairmanJ]  What  is  the  remedy  you  propose  to  meet  this  injustice  r — 
Some  fair  mode  of  raising  the  union  fund,  according  to  the  rateable  value  of  the 
property  throughout  the  union. 

1375.  Mr.  2'oUefnach€.'\  Have  the  guardians  of  your  union  expressed  an  opinion 
in  favour  of  raising  the  common  fund  in  tliat  way,  according  to  the  rateable  value 
of  the  property  throughout  the  union  ? — Yes,  they  have ;  they  petitioned  the 
House  of  Commons  two  years  ago  to  that  effect. 

1376.  Sir  E.  Grogan.]  What  number  of  guardians  does  your  Board  consist  of? 
— Sixty  guardians. 

1377.  Is  the  opinion  which  you  have  just  expressed,  the  opinion  of  the  majority? 
— We  never  have  60  guardians  present ;  the  business  of  the  Board  is  transacted 
generally  by  10  or  12,  or  even  fewer. 

1378.  Was  the  petition  you  have  referred  to,  agreed  to  at  a  meeting  specially 
convened  for  the  purpose  of  considering  it  ? — No,  it  was  not. 

1379.  Mr.  Kniffht^  Do  you  recollect  how  many  guardians  were  present? — It 
was  a  very  full  meeting ;  there  was  notice  given  previously  on  the  notice  board  in 
the  Board-room,  but  the  guardians  were  not  specially  summoned. 

1380.  Mr.  Tollemache.]  Although  the  general  business  of  the  Board  is  trans- 
acted by  10  or  12  guardians  only,  you,  as  Chairman,  must  be  acquainted  with 
the  opinions  of  the  great  bulk  of  them  ? — Yes.  When  I  say  that  the  business  is 
transacted  by  10  or  12  guardians,  I  mean  that  there  are  10  or  12  gentlemen  who 
pay  more  attention  to  it  than  the  rest ;  other  guardians  only  attend  when  there  are 
cases  to  be  brought  before  the  Board  from  their  own  parishes,  in  which  they  are 
especially  interested. 

1381.  Sir  E.  Grogan.]  Have  you  any  reason  to  believe  that  the  petition  to 
Parliament  to  which  you  refer,  has  been  disapproved  of  by  the  remainder  of  the 
Board  ? — ^No. 

1382.  Then  you  assume  that  the  remainder  of  the  Board  concur  in  its  prayer? 
—Yes. 

1383.  Mr.  Tollemache.]  They  think  that  the  present  mode  of  rabing  the  union 
fund  is  manifestly  unjust? — They  feel  that  to  be  so., 

1384.  Have  you  any  Irish  in  your  union? — We  have  a  great  number  in 
Birkenhead. 

J  385.  Are  they  generally  of  a  migratory  character,  or  of  a  settled  character  ? 
— Many  have  been  settled  in  Birkenhead  for  a  number  of  years  ;  others  are  of  a 
migratory  character. 

1386.  Have  those  who  are  settled,  resided  five  years  in  Birkenhead,  so  as  to 
gain  irremovability  ?  —Yes,  those  that  I  have  mentioned  as  receiving  relief  from 
the  union  fund,  are  all  irremovable^  either  from  sickness,  or  from  length  of 
residence. 

1387.  Would  reducinjz  the  period  of  acquiring  irremovability  from  five  years 
to  three  years  seriously  aft'ect  the  ratepayers  in  your  union  ? — I  do  not  think  it 
would. 

1388.  You  think  it  would  not  increase  the  burthen  r — ^To  some  extent  it  would. 

1389.  In  fact,  most  of  the  settled  Irish  poor  remain  there  five  years,  and  those 
who  are  of  a  migratory  character  do  not  remain  that  time ;  therefore,  even  sup- 
posing the  period  were  reduced  to  three  years,  they  would  not  gain  irremovability? 
— The  migratory  would  not ;  we  have  a  great  number  of  Irish  paupers  in  Birken- 
head who  are  chargeable  to  the  township  of  Birkenhead  ;  many  of  them  are  wives 
with  children,  deserted  by  their  husbands,  who  have  gone  in  search  of  work,  and 
never  returned.  They  are  removable  in  consequence  of  the  husband's  absence, 
but  the  Board  has  never  taken  very  severe  measures. 

1390.  Mr.  Farnall,  an  inspector  of  several  unions,  who  was  examined  before 
this  Committee  last  year,  was  of  opinion  that  reducing  the  period  from  five  to 
three  years  would  not  affect  the  ratepayers  much,  because  the  real  bulk  of  the 
Irish  population,  even  at  Liverpool,  were  of  a  migratory  character;  I  think  be 
said  as  many  as  90  per  cent ;  and,  therefore,  would  not  gdn  their  irremovability 
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under  any  circumstances  ? — Yes,  I  think  it  would  affect  them,  because  it  is  very  Rev.  Mark  Coxmu 

seldom  that  anyone  applies  for  relief  who  does  not  assume  that  he  has  been  there        

five  years.     They  claim  a  settlement  even  when  they  have  not  been  there  five      *•  J*"*^  *®*>* 
years^  because  there  is  an  understanding  that  by  the  five  years'  residence  they  have 
gained  a  settlement. 

1391.  Therefore,  you  believe  that  if  the  period  were  reduced  from  five  years 
to  three  years,  you  would  have  more  applications  for  relief? — Yes. 

1392.  Andt  therefore,  the  charge  would  be  greater  on  the  ratepayers  ?^— Of 
course. 

1393*  Oo  you  think  that  the  power  which  the  guardians  now  have  of  removing 
the  Irish  poor,  tends  very  much  to  check  the  applications  for  relief  P*^— Not  to  any 
great  extent. 

1394.  Do  you  think  the  reducing  the  period  from  five  to  three  years  would 
benefit  the  poor  to  any  great  extent  ? — No  doubt  it  would ;  but  I  think  it  would 
benefit  the  poor  more  if,  instead  of  gaining  irremovability,  they  gamed  a 
settlement. 

1395.  Mr.  Dodwn.']  In  the  five  years  ? — In  the  five  years,  or  some  other 
way,  because  it  is  a  most  difficult  thing  now  for  a  poor  man  to  gain  a  settlement. 

1396.  Chairmani]  What  is  the  advantage  of  his  gaining  a  settlement ;  is  it 
because  he  dislikes  or  objects  to  being  removed  ? — Supposing  an  Irishman  has 
lived  for  many  years  in  the  adjoining  parish  of  Liverpool,  and  has  gained  irre- 
movability at  Liverpool ;  for  some  reason  or  other  he  crosses  the  water,  and 
comes  to  live  at  Birkenhead;  his  irremovability  is  broken  when  he  comes  to  Bir- 
kenhead, conseqilently  he  would  be  removable  to  Ireland,  if  he  became  charge- 
able ;  but  if  he  had  gained  a  settlement  at  Liverpool,  he  would  have  been  re- 
movable to  Liverpool^  which  he  would  consider  less  of  a  hardship. 

1397.  SwW.  Miles.']  Do  you  see  any  objection  to  giving  a  settlement,  with 
an  increased  residence  of  five  years  ? — I  think  it  would  be  very  desirable  that 
the  poor  should  have  that  advantage,  because  it  is  a  great  hardship  to  people  who 
have  lived  all  their  lives  in  a  particular  township,  but  had  no  settlement  there, 
to  be  removed  to  their  grandfather's  settlement,  which  probably  is  some  db- 
tance  off. 

1398.  Mr.  Tollemache.']  Looking  to  the  interest  of  the  poor,  are  you  in  favour 
of  reducing  the  period  of  residence  to  gain  iremovability  from  five  years  to  three 
years  ? — I  would  rather  give  them  greater  facilities  for  obtaining  a  settlement. 

1 399.  Would  you  go  the  length  of  making  a  three  years'  residence  a  settle- 
ment ? — There  may  be  much  difficulty  with  reference  to  a  settlement  gained  by 
a  simple  residence  of  three  years ;  I  think  there  should  be  some  mode  of  rental, 
or  some  other  mode  of  acquiring  a  settlement  rather  than  a  three  years  simple 
residence. 

1400.  If  the  period  is  reduced  to  three  years,  the  man  can  more  easily  give 
evidence  that  he  has  resided  in  a  particular  parish  for  three  years  ? — He  may  give 
evidence  of  his  residence,  but  I  should  think  simple  residence  would  not  be  suffi- 
cient, because  professional  paupers  would  come  and  reside  for  three  years  to  gain 
a  settlement  in  a  township. 

1401.  Mr.  Dodson.]  Do  you  think  simple  residence  for  five  years  should  be 
sufficient  to  gain  a  settlement  ? — No  ;  there  might  be  industrial  residence. 

1402.  Chairtnan.\What  is  an  industrial  residence? — A  man  who  has  some 
apparent  nteans  of  maintaining  himself  and  his  family;  there  are  many  parties  in 
Birkenhead  who  have  no  ostensible  means  of  maintaining  themselves. 

1403.  How  do  you  distinguish  industrial  residence  from  residence  without 
being  chargeable  to  the  parish  ? — ^A  man  who  could  adduce  proof  of  his  having 
been  constantly  employed  by  some  one  employer  or  more. 

1404.  Suppose  a  man  brought  proof  that  he  had  had  the  means  of  living 
without  working  ? — If  he  had  the  means  of  living  without  working,  that  man 
would  have  a  settlement,  probably  by  rental. 

1405.  You  think  that  the  man  must  show  that  he  had  worked  during  that 

time  for  some  emplojfer  ? — Yes  ;  I  think  there  must  be  some  evidence  of  his  / 

residence  and  employment  in  the  township. 

1406.  What  is  the  advantage  of  the  employment?  You  think,  if  a  person  has 
resided  five  years,  he  ought  to  be  irremovable,  or  ought  to  have  a  settlement ; 
but,  if  he  has  resided  three  years,  he  should  give  some  proof  that  he  has  been  in 
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■tfT.  Mori  Comm.   employment  ?*^Io  either  case,  I  think,  to  gain  a  settiemeDt,  there  aught  to  be  an 

ioduatrial  residence* 

It  3tkm  i86o.  1407.  Mr.  Ayrtcm.]  You  are  asked  to  explain  what  possible  ground  there  can 

*  be  for  the  inhabitants  of  a  particular  district  maintaining  a  nnan  because  some- 
body has  employed  him  who  lives  in  that  district  ? — It  would  be  a  proof  that  he 
has  been  contrifctttiQg  to  the  wealth  of  the  place. 

1408.  How  has  he  been  contributing  to  the  wealth  of  the  place  because  one 
person  has  employed  hini?— I  do  not  mean  to  limit  him  to  the  employment  of 
one  person,  but  that  he  should  have  proof  of  being  employed  from  two  or  three 
different  masters. 

1409.  Is  there  any  reason  injustice  why  one  person  rather  than  another  should 
be  bound  to  maintain  a  man  who  has  fallen  sick,  except  the  person  who  is  hnme- 
diately  connected  with  his  being  sick?  Your  opinion  is,  that  a  person  is  to  have 
a  settlement  if  he  has  resided  in  a  place  for  three  years  j  in  other  words^  that 
some  people  are  to  maintain  him  rather  than  certain  other  people  ? — I  think  he 
should  not  be  removed  to  his  own  settlement. 

1410.  What  equity  is  there  in  making  one  set  of  people  maintain  a  man  who 
bos  taller*  sick  in  this  country  rather  than  another  set  of  people  ? — ^The  law  says 
that  he  must  be  maintained  by  some  one,  if  he  cannot  maintain  himself. 

141  !•  I&  tiiere  any  principle  of  equity  or  justice  why  one  set  uf  p^eople,  among 
whom  be  has  lived  tor  a  period  of  three  years,  should  maintain  him,  rather  than 
the  people  amongst  whom  he  happens  to  be  at  the  time  he  falls  sick? — If  be  falls 
sick  according  to  the  present  law,  he  would  be  irremovable  in  conseqtience  of  his 
sickness. 

1412.  Supposing  he  were  chargeable? — If  he  fell  chargeable,  and  bad  not  five 
years'  residence,  then  he  would  be  chargeable  in  the  township  in  which  he  resides, 
unless  he  had  gained  a  settlement  in  some  other  township  in  the  union. 

1413.  Mr.  ToUemache.']  How  could  you  prove  what  was  industrial  and  what 

•  wag  not  industrial  ? — By  evidence  of  his  employment. 

1414.  Must  not  the  cases  be  very  few  indeed,  in  which  a  man  resides  three 
years  in  a  place  without  having  any  occupation  whatever? — There  are  many 
people  who  reside  in  Birkenhead  without  any  ostensible  means  of  living  at  all, 
but  who  go  about  the  country  begging. 

1415.  You  mean,  by  industrial  residence,  where  a  man  earns  his  bread  by  his 
labour? — Yes* 

1 41 6.  There  are  very  few  residing  at  Birkenhead  who  do  not  gain  their  bread 
by  their  labour  ? — There  are  many  who  are  not  industrial. 

1417.  Surely  there  must  be  very  few  who  live  there  without  any  labour  what- 
ever?— Yea, 

1418.  Supposing  a  man  works  at  Birkenhead  for  three  years,  and  resides  there 
for  three  years,  do  you  not  think  it  is  but  fair  that  he  should  be  settled  in  the 
union  to  which  Birkenhead  belongs,  if  Birkenhead,  which  is  part  of  that  union, 
has  bad  the  benefit  of  his  services? — I  am  not  prepared  to  say  that  he  should 
have  a  settlement  upon  those  terms,  although  I  think  it  is  very  hard  to  remove 
a  man  under  those  circumstances  ;  it  is  very  hard  to  throw  him  upon  other  town- 
ships  which  have  not  had  the  benefit  of  his  labour  at  all. 

1419.  If  you  make  him  irremovable  in  three  years,  it  is  tantamount  to  giving 
hfm  a  settlement? — ^Yes,  as  long  as  he  resides  there  ;  except  that  he  is  a  charge 
on  the  union  fund  instead  of  that  of  the  township.  In  case  he  gained  a  settlement 
by  residence  in  a  place,  he  would  be  charged  to  the  place  of  his  settlement. 

1420.  Then  your  ofMoion  is,  that  a  man  who  gains  a  settlement  by  a  three 
years'  residence  ought  to  be  chargeable  on  the  township  which  has  had  the  benefit 
of  his  services,  and  not  chargeable  on  the  whole  union?-- Yes. 

1421.  You  object  to  a  three  years'  residence  gaining  any  other  kind  of  settle- 
ment than  tliat  r-r-No^  I  am  not  prepared  to  say  that  three  years  should  give  a 
settlement ;  I  say  that  five  years  should  give  a  setdement,  and  three  years  irre- 
movability. 

1422.  Would  you  go  the  length  of  making  a  three  years'  residence  irre- 
movability ? — ^Yes,  I  think  you  might. 

1423.  You  tlimk  that  would  benefit  the  poor  without  inflicting  any  serious 
injury  on  the  ratepayers  ? — It  would,  I  think. 

1424.  Tlierefore,  in  feet,  you  are  m  favour  of  that  ? — ^Yes. 

1425*  Then, 
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1425.  Then,  if  I  understand  you  right,  you  are  in  favour  of  a  person  acquiring  Rer,  M^rit  Cosan. 
irremovability  by  a   three  years*    residence  and  a  settlement  after  five    years       — — 
residence? — No,  I  am  not  prepared  to  say  on  what  terms  a  person  should  gain  a      12  Jane  i86o. 
settlement ;  I  have  not  sufficiently  considered  that  question. 

1426.  Mr.  Knight]  But  you  would  give  an  easy  mode  of  conferring  a  settle- 
ment ?— I  think  some  easy  mode  of  gaining  a  settlement  should  be  adopted, 

1427.  Mr.  Beecro/t]  I  understand  you  to  say,  then,  that  supposing  a  man 
does  reside  for  five  years  in  one  particular  parish  or  township,  that  he  should  gain 
a  settlement? — That,  connected  with  certain  other  conditions. 

1428.  Sir  E.  Grogan,]  What  other  conditions? — I  am  not  prepared  to  say. 

1429.  Mr.  Knight.]  That  would  relieve  the  union  of  a  great  deal  of  the  union 
rating?— It  would  relieve  the  union  fund  of  half  the  paupers  now  chargeable  to  it. 

1430.  Mr.  Tollemache.]  You  have  a  very  considerable  Irish  population,  who 
come  over  in  large  numbers  ? — Yes. 

1431.  Do  any  of  them  apply  for  relief  a  very  short  time  after  their  arrival? — 
Yes. 

1432.  Immediately  after  their  arrival  ? — Yes. 

1433.  From  the  experience  which  yoj  have  had  of  the  Wirrall  Union,  you  are 
of  opinion  that  the  present  law^  as  regards  the  raising  of  the  union  fund,  works 
very  unfairly,  and  you  are  in  favour  of  its  being  raised  according  to  the  rateable 
value  of  each  township? — In  some  measure,  perhaps,  it  would  scarcely  be  right 
to  all  the  townships  lo  raise  the  whole  of  the  fund  upon  the  rateable  -value  of  the 
property. 

1434.  How  could  yoiJ  draw  the  distinction  ? — ^Supposing  that  half  of  the  coat 
of  the  irreooovable  poor  fell  on  the  townships,  and  the  other  half  on  the  union 
fund,  that  would  be  more  just  than  to  throw  the  whole  of  the  union  fund  on 
townships  which  are  not  benefited  by  these  paupers.  Take,  as  an  instance,  the 
2,382/.  given  to  the  irremovable  poor  in  the  case  of  Birkenhead;  suppose  half 
of  that  cost  fell  on  Birkenhead,  and  the  other  half  on  the  union  fund  raised  on 
the  rateable  property  of  the  whole  parish,  that  would  be  more  just  to  the  other 
townships  than  throwing  the  whole  on  the  union  fund. 

1435.  Ajs  far  as  the  union  fund  is  concerned,  you  are  in  favour  of  that  being 
raised  according  to  the  rateable  value  of  the  different  townships  ? — ^Yes. 

J 436.  You  are  also  in  favour  of  a  five  years' residence  to  acquire  irremovability 
being  reduced  Lo  three  years  ? — Yes. 

1437.  You  are  also  in  favour  of  a  more  easy  way  of  acquiring  settlements 
generally  ? — ^Yes. 

1438.  Those  I  gather  to  be  your  opinions  ?— Yes. 

1439.  Mr.  Knight.]  Birkenhead  has  sprung  into  existence  within  the  last  few 
years,  has  it  not  ? — Yes,  it  has. 
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VenetHs,  15*  die  Junii,  1860. 


MEMBEES   PEESBNT. 


Mr.  Barrow. 
Mr.  Beecroft. 
Mr.  Dodson. 
Mr,  Henry  Herbert. 
Sir  E.  Grogan. 


Mr.  Knight 
Mr.  Massuire. 
Sir  W.  Miles. 
Mr.Tollemacbe. 
Mr.  Villiers. 


The  Right  Honoueablb  C.  P.  VILLIERS,  ik  the  Chair. 


The  Beyerend  Mark  Coxon^  called  in  ;  and  further  Examined. 

Rer.  Jtf.  CbroM.         1440.  Mr.  Tollemache.']  I  understood  you  to  say,  in  your  former  evidence, 

"""~~"~      that  although  you  are  in  favour  of  a  certain  residence  giving  irremovability,  that 

15  Jane  i860,     you  are  not  in  favour  of  its  giving  a  settlement ;  when  you  gave  that  answer,  did 

you  mean  a  township  setilernent,  or  a  union  settlement  ? — ^I  meant  a  township 

settlement. 

1441.  Should  you  be  opposed  to  its  giving  a  union  settlement? — I  should 
prefer  a  five  years*  residence  to  confer  a  settlement. 

1442.  Should  you  be  in  favour  of  a  five  years'  residence  giving  a  union  settle- 
ment ? — Yes ;  either  the  one  or  the  other.  I  would  give  a  settlement.  I  think 
greater  facilities  should  be  given  to  the  poor  to  gain  settlements,  because  I  think 
the  law,  which  renders  certain  paupers  irremovable,  was  passed  for  the  benefit  of 
the  poor,  and  a  settlement  is  a  greater  benefit  thon  an  irremovability. 

1443.  When  you  expressed  that  opinion  against  a  residence  of  five  years,  or 
three  years,  giving  a  settlement,  you  meant  a  township  settlement,  and  not  a 
union  settlement? — Yes. 

1444.  You  are  in  favour  of  a  residence  of  three  years  giving  a  township  settle- 
ment ? — No. 

1445.  Are  you  in  favour  of  any  residence  giving  a  union  settlement  ?— Yes  ; 
I  would  prefer  a  township  settlement,  but  I  would  not  object  to  a  union  settle- 
ment. 

1446.  Mr.  Knight.']  You  stated  that  Birkenhead  has  increased  from  a  very 
small  value,  to  120,000  /.  a  year  in  real  value? — Yes. 

1447.  That,  I  presume,  has  been  from  the  beneficial  work  of  the  population 
that  has  been  collected  there  ? — ^From  the  rising  up  of  a  new  town,  in  fact. 

1448.  Which  has  collected  a  considerable  population  ? — Yes. 

1449.  ^^^  ^^^^  ^'^^  stated  that  there  are  several  small  parishes,  at  a  distance 
of  about  1*2  miles  from  Birkenhead,  of  which  Birkenhead  is  not  the  market  town, 
which  are  now  excluded  from  the  union  rate  ? — There  are  only  four  that  do  not 
contribute  to  the  common  charges. 

1450.  But  some  of  those  are  12  miles  from  Birkenhead,  having  Chester  as  their 
market  town  ? — ^Yes. 

1451.  Supposing  you  give  a  union  settlement,  you  would  make  those  parishes 
pay  a  portion  of  the  rates  of  Birkenhead  ? — Not  simply  a  portion  of  the  Birken- 
head rates,  but  of  the  irremovable  poor  in  the  whole  district.  One  of  the  town- 
ships to  which  you  are  now  alluding,  at  the  present  time,  has  paupers  settled 
in  their  township  receiving  relief  from  the  union  fund,  and  they  are  not  contribut- 
ing towards  that  fund. 

1452.  Would  it  not  be  much  fairer  for  those  agricultural  districts  which  are 
that  distance  from  Birkenhead,  that  they  should  pay  for  themselves,  and  that 
Birkenhead  should  pay  for  itself? — ^That  would  be  returning  to  the  old  system. 

1453.  Would  not  that  be  a  much  fairer  system  ? — ^To  those  particular  town- 
ships, it,  perhaps,  might  be ;  but  I  question  whether  it  would  be  fair  toward  the 
whole  of  the  townships  throughout  the  union. 

1454.  Why 
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1454.  Why  not? — Because  many  of  the  townships  would  escape  the  charge  Rev.  M,  Coxon. 

altogether.     Not  having  sufficient  residences  for  labourers  in  the  township,  the         

poor  employed  upon  the  lands  live  in  some  of  the  adjoining  townships.     The  15  June  i860, 
union  consists  of  56  townships,  and  contains  48,616  acres.      The  population 

of  1851  was  57,157  ;  the  estimated  population  of  1859  ^^^  81,486.  The  relief 
given  ill  the  year  1 8.59  to  paupers  charged  in  separate  townships,  that  is,  the 
settled  poor,  or  those  who  were  chargeable  because  they  were  removable  from  those 
townships,  was  5,132 /.  2^.;  the  irremovable  poor,  4,346/.  9^. ;  the  common 
charges,  such  as  salaries  and  the  like,  1,437  /•  14^« ;  the  county  and  hundred  rate, 
which,  of  course,  has  no  application  to  relief,  and  the  registration  and  vaccination 
charges  amounted  to  4.403  /.  5  ^ .,  and  assistants'  salaries,  and  expenses  of  re- 
movals and  law  charges,  to  1,522/.  14^. 

1455.  Can  you  state  the  cost  of  the  irremovable  poor  belonging  to  Birken- 
head?— Yes.  The  cost  of  the  irremovable  poor  residing  in  Birkenhead  in  the 
year  ending  March  1859  was  2,973/.  ids.  The  total  relief  of  the  poor  of  the 
union  and  charges  connected  with  it  was  12,438/.  19^.,  and  the  rate  in  the 
pound  on  the  whole  rateable  property  of  the  union  to  meet  this  amount  would 
be  8  I  ^.  The  union  is  divided,  for  the  purpose  of  relief,  into  two  districts, 
distinguished  as  the  agricultural  and  commercial  districts  *  the  agricultural  being 
almost  entirely  composed  of  rural  townships,  and  the  commercial  comprising 
the  new  and  rapidly  increasing  town  of  Birkenhead^  and  certain  towns  adjoining, 
most  of  which  are  very  populous  and  increasing  places. 

1 456:  Chairman.']  Being  commercial  ? — They  consist  chiefly  of  the  residences 
of  Liverpool  merchants  and  other  gentlemen  engaged  in  business  there.  These 
places  being  situated  on  the  oppasite  side  of  the  river  to  Liverpool,  which  is  a 
great  port  for  the  Irish ;  these  Irish  find  their  way  over  to  Birkenhead  in  great 
numbers,  and  take  up  their  abode  there,  and  become  a  very  heavy  charge  on 
both  as  settled  poor  of  Birkenhead,  and  irremovable  poor. 

1457.  Mr.  Knighi.]  Can  you  divide  how  much  of  that  4,346  /.,  which  was  paid 
for  the  irremovable  poor,  was  paid  by  the  agricultural  district^  and  how  much 
by  the  commercial  district  ? — ^The  cost  of  the  relief  of  the  irremovable  poor  in 
the  agricultural  district  would  be  895/.  7  s.,  and  in  the  commercial  district 
3,451/.  2S. 

1458.  Chairman.]  What  is  the  number  of  the  townships  that  you  call  the 
agricultural  townships? — ^There  are  56  townships  in  all,  and  there  are  nine  in  the 
commercial  district  and  47  in  the  agricultural. 

1459.  Mr.  Knight.]  Do  you  know  the  comparative  number  of  persons  living 
in  the  two  districts ?— In  1851  the  population  of  the  commercial  district  was 
18,145,  and  in  the  agricultural  district  it  was  13,432. 

1460.  Since  then  the  commercial  district  has  probably  increased  very  much 
in  population? — It  has  more  than  doubled  itself  in  that  time.  In  1851,  the 
population  ot  tlie  commercial  district  was  34,230,  and  the  agricultural,  14,3<>5- 

1461.  Has  the  real  value  of  the  commercial  district  increased  very  much  within 
the  last  ten  or  twelve  years  ? — It  has. 

1462.  Then  it  would  be  scarcely  fair  to  make  the  agricultural  district  pay  an 
equal  charge,  because  it  has  only  for  its  own  use  895  /.  out  of  the  money  spent 
for  the  irremovable  poor,  while  the  commercial  district  makes  use  of  3,45  ^  i«  I 
think  you  said  you  thought  Birkenhead  ought  to  pay  half  tlje  cost  of  its  own 
irremovable  poor,  and  throw  the  rest  upon  the  union.  I  did  propose  such  a  thing. 
The  amount  which  was  returned  was  not  the  amount  that  was  paid  by  the  agri- 
cultural district,  because  they  pay  a  great  deal  more.  That  was  the  amount  that 
was  expended  for  the  irremovable  poor  residing  in  the  agricultural  district. 

1463.  How  much  was  charged  to  the  commercial  district? — I  have  not  brought 

that  out,  but  will  do  so  in  a  tabular  form.  ^'*  Appendix. 

1464.  They  pay  a  very  much  larger  proportion  than  is  made  use  of  for  their 
poor  ? — Yes ;  the  amount  of  relief  given  to  the  irremovable  poor  in  the  year 
ending  March  1850  by  the  commercial  district  was  729/.  16^.  for  out-door  relief, 
and  for  in-door  15  /.,  making  a  total  of  744/.  16  jr.  The  townships  comprised  in 
the  commercial  district  contributed  474/.  11  5. ;  and  270/.  55.  was  contributed 
by  the  agricultural  district.  That  was  relief  paid  to  the  irremovable  poor  residing 
in  the  commercial  district,  the  commercial  district  itself  paying  towards  that  relief 
474/.,  and  the  agricultural  270/.  So  that  there  was  a  burthen  of  270/.  cast 
upon  the  agricultural  district  out  of  the  commercial  district. 

1465.  If  any  union  rating  was  established,  it  would  be  much  fairer  to  niake 
0.95.        "  L  the 
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Rev.  M.  Coxon.  the  comcneccial  distnict  pay  for  itself,  and  the  agricultural  district  pay  for 
-  Itself^    i»y   dividing  it   into    two    unions  ?— There    is    a   proposal,    I   beUeve, 

J6  June  i860,  before  the  Board  of  <3uardian8  of  the  Wirral  Union  to  divide  the  district.  The 
ooestion  was  to  have  been  taken  into  consideration  on  Wednesday  by  the 
Board  of  Guardians  in  consequence  of  an  application  made  by  the  Poor  Lav 
Board  respecting  the  accommodation  in  the  workhouse.  There  is  not  sufficient 
accommodation  for  so  large  a  union ;  but  as  there  is  a  prcNspect  of  the  union  being 
divided,  the  agricultural  guardians  are  opposed  to  any  increase  in  the  woikhouae, 
wliick  is  situated  iu  the  agricultural  district,  because  it  will  be  sufficiently  large  for 
the  wAnts  of  that  district;  and  as  the  comnoercial  district  is  so  rapidly  increasing 
in  population  And  in  wealth,  it  must  necessarily  end  in  being  separated  Cram  the 
agricultural  districts. 

1466.  Chairman.']  The  ground  upon  which  any  change,  as  to  the  extent  of  the 
nnion  is  proposed  is,  that  they  have  not  got  sufficient  accommodation  in  the  work- 
bcAises  ? — Just  so,  that  is  the  .reason  of  ihe  question  being  raised  just  now. 

1467.  It  is  not  upon  any  other  ground  that  they  want  lo^iever  themselves  from 
the  union  r-*--iIt  is  not  simply  that  the  workhouse  is  not  large  enough  for  both 
districte;  the  workhouse  is  only  used  as  a  test;  we  seldom  send  paupers  to  the 
workhouse,  because  we  are  opposed  to  breaking  up  a  poor  mail's  house,  whixrh  is 
the  case  by  sending  them  to  the  workhouse. 

146S.  1  understood  you  to  say  Ihat  the  di^ef  ground  was,  that  it  was  in  con- 
templation to  build  a  larger  workhouse,  tlie  present  workhouse  not  being  sufficient 
for  the  whole  union? ---Yes;  and  because  the  coutttry  guardiad^  considei'  that 
Birkenhead  throws  additional  burdens  tipon  thent. 

1469.  Mr.  Knight  J[  They  consider  that  Birkenhead  ought  to  pay  for  its  own 
poor,  and  that  they  should  pay  for  theirs  ? — ^Tiiat  is  the  feeling. 

1470*  Mr.  Barrow.']  You  stated  that  you  would  prefer  a  parochial  settlement 
to  a  union  settlement  for  the  irremovable  poor.  Let  me  call  your  attention  to  tliis 
circumstance,  that  Caldy,  which  is  a  parish  of  about  2,000  acres,  l)y  some  means 
or  other,  has  been  entirely  relievjed  from  pauperism,  and  has  a  certain  number  of 
settled  poor  living  in  other  parishes  in  the  union ;  it  irremovability  were  converted 
into  a  [arochial  settlement,  Cakly  would  escape  all  charge  for  pauperism  of  every 
sort  ? — I  should  still  advocate  a  union  rate  for  the  expenses  of  the  irremovable  poor. 

1471.  You  would  leave  the  expenses  of  the  irreiiiovable  poor  upon  the  uaion  ? 
— Yes,  or  on  the  new  settlement ;  whether  they  were  settled  in  the  township  or  in 
the  union,  they  should  be  paid  out  of  the  union  fund. 

1472.  Although  tlie  settlement  might  be  gained  by  irremovability  in  a  parti- 
cular parish,  and  not  by  irremovability  acquired  by  residence  in  any  portion  of  the 
union  ? — Yes. 

1473.  I  find  that  Caldy  with  an  area  of  2,102  acres,  Greasby  with  an  area  of 
816  acres,  Netherpool  with  an  area  of  1,689  acres,  Overpool  with  an  area  of  451 
acres,  making  a  total  of  5,000  acres^  contribute  nothing,  although  they  derive 
benefit  from  the  labour  of  poor  persons,  who  create  a  certain  amount  of  pau- 
perism ;  those  four  townships  have  no  averages,  and  are  paying  nothing  whatever 
to  the  relief  of  the  pauperism  of  the  union  ? — They  have  no  averages,  and  are 
paying  nothing. 

1474.  Tlwse  parishes  contain  5,000  acres  of  cultivated  land  ? — They  not  only 
do  not  pay  towardi  the  relief  of  the  irremovable  poor,  but  they  have  poor  belong- 
ing %o  them  receiving  pay  from  the  union  fund,  (iildy  in  the  year  1859  received 
22  /.  17  s. 

1475.  That  IS,  benefited  to  that  extent? — Yes;  and  Greasby  to  the  extent  of 
7  /.  11*.;  Netherpool,  2  /.  18^.;  and  Overpool,  12^. 

1476.  Chairman.]  Was  that  owing  to  tlieir  own  poor  being  irremovable? — 
Yes ;  in  some  o(ber  township  iu  the  union.  A  rate  throughout  the  union  of  4!  d. 
would  meet  the  whole  expense  of  the  irrenK)vablc  poor  and  common  charges,  and 
Caldy  at  that  rate,  would  pay  18  /.  145.  8  d. 

1477.  Caldy  would  [)ay  4}  d.  in  the  pound  for  pauperism  ? — And  then  it  would 
not  amount  to  the  relief  which  Caldy  receives  by  the  Irremovable  Poor  Act. 
Caldy  receiving  t^2 /.  17^.,  while  it  was  contributing  18  Z.  14^.  8d. ;  therefore 
that  is  an  answer  to  any  cliargeof  injustice  to  Caldy.  Greasby  at  4i  d.  would 
produce  19/.  1 3^.  ^d.  as  a  set-off  against  7/.  1 1  s.,  which  tljey  now  receive  for  then: 
poor.  Netherpool  would  contribuie  15/.  19^.  4^.,  receiving  2/.  18*.  from  the 
union   fund;  and   Overpool  would  coutribute  9 /.  4  5.,  iY;Ceiviog  12^.  from    the 
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union  fund.    The  total  contribution  from  these  four  townships  at  the  rate  of  4Jrf.  Rev.  m.  Coxw. 

-would  be  6^  L  1  5.  3  c/.,  and  they  are  receiving  33  /.  18  ^.,  which  is  about  half.  

1478.  If  Birkenhead  and  the  commercial  township  increase  in  value  and  in  15  June  i860, 
assessment    at  the  rate  at  which  they  have  been  increasing,  their  share  of  the 

"burthen  would  increase  every  year,  if  it  were  chargeable  on  the  rateable  value  ? — 
Not  with  their  increase  in  value;  they  would  increase  in  pauperism  also,  because 
I  think  the  pauperism  has  kept  pace  with  the  increase  in  value  in  Birkenhead,  if 
it  has  not  exceeded  it. 

1479.  ^^^  ^^^^  parishes  which  had  fallen  out  of  the  averages  in  1857,  ^^d 
have  not  returned,  are  very  small? — They  are  very  small. 

1480.  Are  their  averages  much  below  what  their  settled  poor  would  amount  to, 
if  they  had  to  pay  for  their  settled"  poor  living  elsewhere,  but  who  are  now  relieved 
by  the  Irremovable  Poor  Act  r— They  have  no  averages.  I  have  here  a  list  of  12 
townships  which  do  contribute  to  the  union  fund,  hut  which  derive  a  much  greater 
benefit  from  it  than  what  th)ey  contribute  to  it.  The  12  townships  together  con- 
tribute 112/.  85.    The  union  paupei^s  in  these  townships  cost  190?.  75. 

1481.  What  are  the  paupers  in  those  parishes  ;  are  they  paupers  who  have 
come  from  other  places,  and  become  irremovable  in  those  parishes? — ^They  are 
paupers  who  are  legally  settled  on  them,  but  are  irremovable  from  some  other  town- 
ship in  the  union.     They  are  relieved  to  that  amount  by  the  Irremovable  Act. 

1482.  Are  they  irremovable  in  the  parishes  in  which  they  are  settled  ? — They 
are  irremovable  in  some  other  parishes  in  our  union. 

1483.  Mr.  Barrow.]  These  townships  derive  a  benefit  to  the  amount  you  have 
named,  by  having  paupers  uho  wonid  be  chargeable  to  their  townships- under  the 
old  law,  but  who  under  the  Irremovable  Poor  Act  become  chargeable  to  their 
union  r — ^Yes ;  by  the  9th  &  1  oth  of  Victoria  these  townsliips  have  been  im- 
proved to  the  extent  of  190  /.  7  s.  But  for  this  Act,  tbey  would  have  had  to  have 
paid  190/.  7  J.  for  ihese,  as  part  of  their  settled  poor.  ^ 

1484.  We  understand  that  those  parishes  have  lost  a  certain  number  of  poor, 
who  were  settled  there ;  that  is  to  say,  they  have  had  the  advantage  of  becoouttg 
irremovable  in  other  parishes  ?'— Yes,  and  that  is  a  clear  gain  to  theniv 

1485.  What  is  it  they  do  pay  for  now? — They  pay  lor  their  settled  poor,  attid 
ihey  contribute  towards  the  irremovable  poor  of  the  union. 

i486.  For  their  settled  poor? — ^Yes;  and  they  contribute  their  proportion  Uy 
the  union  fbnd,  according  to  the  averages. 

1487.  That  is,  if  they  have  no  poor;  but  if  their  poor  have  all  gone  inte  other 
parishes,  and  become  irremovable  ? — ^Their  own  poor  are  not  all  gone  into  other 
parishes. 

1488.  Then  what  do  they  pay  for  ;  what  they  contribute  towards  the  union  is 
for  their  settled  poor  who  are  chargeable  as  paupers  ?— What  they  pay  towards 
the  union  fund  is  for  the  relief  of  the  union  paupers.  I  am  assuming  the  contri- 
bution which  tbey  pay  towards  the  fund  goes  to  support  the  union  paupers. 

1489.  That  must  be  upon  some  average  ? — Yes. 

1490.  If  they  have  no  poor,  they  have  no  average? — They  have  poor. 

1491.  The  settled  poor  of  those  parishes  are  divided  into  two  classes,  one 
snmll  portion  of  the  settled  poor  remaining  chargeable  to  the  parish  still,  and 
therefore  creating  small  averages ;  but  the  larger  portion  of  the  settled  poor  of 
those  parishes  have  become  irremovable  in  other  parishes,  and  are,  coijsequently,^ 
charged  to  the  union  fund  ?— Yes. 

1492.  Chairman.']  Then  they  are  clearly  relieved  of  so  much  by  all  those 
who  have  become  irremovable  in  other  parishes  ? — -Yes. 

1493.  Is  there  any  other  statement  which  you  ^ish  to  make,  or  any  return  which 
you  wish  to  put  in  ?— I  have  spoken  about  a  union  rate.  I  think  if  the  irremovable 
poor^  or  any  class  of  paupers  are  to  be  supported  out  of  the  union  rate;  that  the 
fioards  of  Guardians,  or  their  clerks,  or  some  officer  appointed  for  the  purpose^, 
ought  to  have  the  power  of  examining  the  rates  and  assessment  of  the  different 
townships,  and  of  objecting,  the  same  as  any  individual  ratepayer  who  thought 
himself  unequally  or  unfairly  assessed  would  do,  if  it  were  tliought  that  any  rate 
was  unequal  with  reference  to  the  other  townships  of  the  union. 

1494.  Do  you  mean  an  unfair  assessment  made,  or  an  unfair  value  fixed  upon 
for  assessment  r — That  they  should  all  be  rated  upon  the  same  principle  ;  I  know 
that  the  townships  of  the  union  are  not  so  rated* 

1495.  That  is  to  say,  in  the  union  with  which  yoa  are  connected^  tiiat  is  not 
the  ease  ? — No. 

0.95.  L  2  1496.  They 
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Uev.  M.  Coxon.        1496.  They  take  a  different  proportion  of  the  valuation? — Yes. 

~  >497*  Mr.  BarrowJ]  Are  you  in  favour  of  having:  a  valuation  roll  for  England 

15  June  i860,  the  same  as  they  have  in  Scotland  r — I  simply  mean  that  the  Boards  of  Guardians, 
or  other  persons,  should  have  the  power  of  objecting  to  any  rate  if  it  were  not  on 
the  san)e  principle  as  the  other  rates  of  the  union. 

1498.  Chairman.]  You  mean  that  the  property  of  the  union  should  bear  the 
burthen  equally  ? — ^Yes;  if  the  fund  is  to  be  raised  on  a  uniform  rate  throughout 
the  union,  the  property  should  be  rated  upon  the  satne  principle,  otherwise  it 
would  not  be  an  equal  rate. 

1499.  Do  you  know  any  striking  instance  in  your  union  where  the  proportion 
of  value  is  differently  taken  for  the  purpose  of  assessment  ? — Almost  every  town- 
ship is  different ;  I  have  noticed  that  in, the  rate  books  which  have  been  laid  before 
me. 

1500.  As  a  magistrate? — Yes;  in  some  cases  I  could  not  at  all  tell  on  what 
principle  the  rate  had  been  made.  I  had  no  power  to  refuse  to  sign ;  it  is  a 
ministerial  act. 

1501 .  Have  you  ever  refused  to  sign  on  that  account  ? — ^You  cannot  refuse  to 
sign  il ;  it  is  a  ministerial  act. 

1502.  Have  you  ever  looked  at  the  first  clause  of  the  Parochial  Assessment 
Act  ? — Yes. 

1503.  Mr.  Barrow.]  I  see  that  in  one  parish,  which  contains  335  acres,  the 
rate  made  in  1 852  was  on  an  annual  value  of  238  /.,  and  the  property  tax  in  1843 
was  405/. ;  so  that  that  rate  was  about  one-half  of  the  assessment  to  the  property 
tax ;  whereas  most  of  the  other  parishes  approach  the  property-tax  assessment 
much  more  nearly;  that  is  the  point  which  you  propose  to  illustrate  ? — Yes. 

1504.  Chairman.']  You  mean  that  there  is  an  unfair  assessment  upon  particulcu* 
property  ? — Yes.        « 

1505.  Mr.  Beecrofi.]  Supposing  the  law  of  settlement  remains  as  it  is,  do  you 
think,  instead  of  an  order  being  obtained  to  remove  the  poor  to  a  place  of  setde- 
ment,  that  an  order  of  maintenance  should  be  made  on  the  place  of  settlement.^ 
—That  would  lead  to  much  confusion  in  the  accounts. 

1506.  Chairman.]  There  is  non-resident  relief,  that  is  to  say,  relief  is  ordered 
to  be  given  by  the  parish  where  the  pauper  is  settled,  and  is  residing ;  the  order 
is  made  on  the  parish,  or  there  is  an  arrangement  made  with  the  parish  which 
gives  the  relief,  which  is  called  non-resident  relief,  by  which  it  is  chargeable  on 
the  parish  where  the  pauper  is  settled  ? — ^Yes ;  some  unions  agree  to  that  arrange- 
ment, but  most  of  them  object  to  it.  I  have  known  very  hard  cases  indeed  arise 
out  of  the  objection. 

1507.  Mr.  Barrow.]  I  suppose  one  objection  is,  that  if  a  pauper  is  residing 
100  miles  off,  the  union  which  is  to  be  chargeable  with  his  maintenance  under  the 
law  of  settlement,  would  have  no  opportunity  of  inquiring  into  the  pauper's  cir- 
cumstances, or  judging  of  the  necessity  for  relief? — Yes ;  I  have  known  very  hard 
cases  of  the  kind  where  families  have  been  removed.  I  remember  the  case  of  a 
widow,  who  was  removed  to  a  parish  in  our  union  not  long  ago,  from  either 
Manchester,  or  the  adjoining  union  of  Chorlton-on-Medlock ;  the  woman  was  a 
native  of  Lancashire,  somewhere  in  the  neighbourhood  of  Manchester,  and  had 
married  a  man  whose  settlement  was  elsewhere.  He  had  lived  the  greater  part 
of  his  life  in  Manchester,  but  had  not  gained  any  settlement  there.  She  was  re- 
moved with  her  family  to  our  workhouse,  but  she  wished  very  much  to  return  to 
Manchester,  having  all  her  friends  there.  We  agreed  to  give  her  non-resident 
relief  in  Manchester,  if  the  Board  of  Guardians  would  be  our  agents  to  pay  that 
relief,  but  they  would  not. 

J  508.  Therefore,  from  your  experience  as  chairman  of  the  Wirral  Board  of 
Guardians,  vou  are  aware  that  great  hardship  is  connected  with  the  power  of 
removal  ? — Yes  ;  I  am. 

1509.  Would  you  abolish  the  power  of  removal  ? — I  would  not  get  rid  of  the 
power  of  removal  altogether. 

1510.  But  you  would  give  greater  facilities  to  irremovability? — I  would  give 
greater  facilities  to  a  settlement,  because  I  think  irremovability  would  not  meet 
the  case. 

1511.  You  are  in  favour  of  a  diminished  power  of  removal,  either  by  giving 
increased  facilities  for  settlement  or  irremovability  ? — Yes. 

1512.  Mr.  Dodson.]  You  would  wish  the  settlement  to  be  acquired  by  a  term 
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of  residence  to  be  a  union  settlement  r — I  would  wish  the  residence  to  be  obtained     Rev.  M.  Coxoru 

in  a  township,  but  the  relief  to  be  paid  out  of  a  union  rate  ;  I   would   not  have       

a  residence  in  the  union  at  large,  but  in  some  particular  township  in  the  union.  15  June  1B60. 

1513.  Mr.  Knight.]  Is  not  your  union  generally  very  highly  rated? — ^The 
township  which  is  the  highest  rated  in  our  unioif  is  Neston,  which  is  about  3^. 

1514.  That  is  for  all  purposes? — Yes. 

1515.  Mr.  jy.  Herbert.]  I  think  you  stated  that  the  valuation  which  you 
wished  to  obtain  was  an  equal  valuation  over  the  whole  of  the  union  ;  you  do  not 
think  it  necessary  to  have  anything  like  a  national  valuation  ?— It  was  for  the  union, 
and  that  each  township  should  bear  its  fair  proportion  of  the  cost  of  the  irremovable 
poor. 

1516.  So  that  the  parish  or  township  should  be  valued  under  the  same  system  ? — 
Yes ;  in  fact,  to  put  the  Board  of  Guardians  in  the  position  of  a  ratepayer  over  the 
whole  union,  the  same  as  a  ratepayer  in  any  parish  would  have  the  power  of  objecting 
if  he  thought  himself  unequally  rated;  he  would  then  have  the  power  of  appeal,  so 
that  the  Board  of  Guardians,  or  their  clerk,  or  some  other  officer,  might  have  that 
power  of  appealing  against  the  rate,  and  getting  it  corrected  by  the  magistrates. 

1517.  Mr.  BarrowJ]  From  your  experience  do  you  not  believe  that  a  com- 
mittee of  the  Board  of  Guardians  would  settle  those  questions  among  themselves 
in  a  general  way  without  any  difficulty  ? — Yes  ;  I  believe  they  could. 

1518.  Mr.  Knight.]  Do  you  recollect  what  the  average  rate  in  the  pound  of 
your  union  is  r — Nine-pence  farthing  for  the  relief  of  the  poor. 

Mr.  Richard  JoneSy  called  in ;  and  Examined. 

1519.  Chairman.]  YOU  are  chairman  of  the  Holyhead  Union  ? — lam.  Mr.  R.  Jones. 

1520.  Have  you  been  so  for  some  time? — For  five  years.  ' 

1521.  Were  you  acting  as  guardian  before? — No,  not  since  1837,  when  the 
unions  were  formed. 

1522.  You  have  been  residing  a  long  time  in  Holyhead,  I  presume  ? — Yes;  I 
am  a  native  of  Holyhead. 

1523.  Have  you  formed  any  opinion  as  to  the  operation  of  the  Act  called  the 
Irremovable  Poor  Act  ? — I  Imve. 

1524.  Do  you  consider  the  operation  of  that  Act  in  your  union  to  be  bfeneficial  ? 
—  By  no  means,  except  the  degree  of  protection  it  affords  to  the  poor. 

1525.  What  evils  have  resulted  from  it  that  have  fallen  under  your  observa- 
tion?— I  have  divided  my  evidence  into  several  heads;  the  first  point  is,  that  the 
residence,  to  constitute  irremovability,  should  not  be  less  than  five  years  ;  the  second 
point  is,  the  desirability  of  extending  the  area  of  such  residence  from  parochial 
to  union  residence;  the  third  point  is,  the  hardship  to  the  industrious  labourer  to  be 
reu)oved  from  his  acquaintances  for  merely  removing  from  one  place  to  another  in 
the  same  union. 

1526.  Now  state  the  opinion  which  you  have  formed  upon  the  subject  with 
respect  to  those  three  heads  ? — Nothing  can  be  said,  except  the  eft'ect  the  statute 
has  had  upon  the  condition  of  the  labourer,  by  protecting  him  against  the  annoy- 
ance of  being  removed  from  his  usual  domicile,  or  in  consequence  of  temporary 
infirmity.  This  benefit  cannot  be  denied ;  the  reasons  are  obvious,  but  it  would 
be  desirous  to  extend  the  area  of  the  residence  to  the  union,  instead  of  confining 
it  to  the  parish  in  which  he  resides,  inasmuch  as,  first,  it  apf>earsa  hardship,  and 
unnecessarily  stringent  on  the  rights  of  the  poor  to  confine  such  a  residence  to  any 
particular  parish  in  the  same  union.  Second,  that  a  poor  person,  after  a  residence 
of  five  years  or  upviards  at  a  certain  parish,  should,  by  merely  changing  his  resi- 
dence  to  a  neighbouring  parish  (through  the  want  of  a  cottage,  or  the  demolishing 
of  cottages  by  the  landlord  or  landlords  of  a  parish)  in  a  union,  disprivilege  him- 
selfof  his  union  residence,  appears  very  unjust  and  inconsistent.  Third,  that  a 
poor  person,  after  a  change  of  residence,  as  described,  being  required  to  reside  for 
five  vears  more  in  a  neighbouring  parish,  or  in  the  same  parish  in  which  he  had 
previously  resided  for  five  years  or  upwards,  to  regain  his  union  residence,  appears 
a  great  evil;  for  instance,  a  man  having  resided  in  one  parish  for  five  years,  has 
gained  a  residence  in  the  parish,  ought  as  well  in  the  union  comprising  the  parishes. 

1527.  Sir  E.  Grogan.]  That  is,  he  has  gained  irremovability? — Yes  ;  circum- 
stances may  lead  or  drive  that  man  and  his  family  to  a  neighbouring  parish,  con- 
sequently he  has  disprivileged  himself  of  his  union  residence  of  irremovability. 
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He  has  to  r^ide  in  the  neighbouring  parish  for  five  years  more  to  gain  a  union 
residence. 

1528.  Chairman.']  Your  point  is,  that  when  he  has  once  gained  irremovability 
in  the  union,  he  should  not  lose  that  by  leaving  the  union  ? — That  is  my  point. 

1529.  Therefore,  these  are  inHprovements  that  you  wish  to  have  made  in  the 
present  Act? — Yes,  as  early  as  possible. 

^5^^>  ^on  do  not  complain  of  the  advantage  which  it  has  been,  so  far  as  it 
has  gone,  but  you  wish  to  extend  the  benefits  ? — I  wisli  to  extend  the  benefit,  and 
an>end  the  detects  in  the  present  law. 

1531.  What  IS  your  fourth  point? — ^That  a  poor  man  and  his  family,  after  a 
residence  of  five  years  or  upwards,  should,  by  a  certain  contrivance  of  the  farmer 
or  parishioners,  be  driven  to  another  parish  on  the  boundary,  and  become  charge- 
able on  the  latter,  and  not  on  th6  union,  is  another  glaring  defect,  and  an  incon- 
venience to  the  pauper.  My  fifth  point  is  with  reference  to  the  injustice  to  the 
parish  which  has  to  support  that  pauper,  having  to  find  a  settlement  by  birth  or 
inheritance,  and  effect  his  removal* 

1532.  As  far  as  we  understand,  you  want  to  give  him  the  right  of  irremovability 
by  residence  in  the  union  ? — ^Yes,  in  any  part  of  the  union. 

^533*  Would  you  reduce  it  from  five  years  to  three  years  ? — The  question  of 
time  becomes  a  secondary  question  of  importance^  if  the  area  of  rating  be 
extended  ;  but  if  the  area  of  rating  be  cc»fined,  as  it  operates  now,  then  it  is  of 
importance. 

1534-  Then  if  the  law  were  to  remain  in  all  other  respects  unchanged,  you 
would  say  it  should  be  reduced  from  five  years  to  three  years;  if  you  did  not 
extend  the  area  from  the  parish  to  the  union  for  residence  and  irremovability,  then 
you  would  recommend  its  being  reduced  to  three  years? — No ;  quite  the  reverse. 

1535-  You  are  an  are  that  the  law  at  present  is  that  a  man  must  reside  five 
years  in  one  parish  in  the  union  r— Yes. 

1536.  As  I  understand  you,  if  the  law  remains  unchanged  in  any  other  respect, 
you  would  recommend  a  reduction  from  five  years  to  three  years  ? — No. 

1537.  If  the  man  were  to  acquire  irremovability  by  residing  in  the  union  only, 
you  say  it  is  a  matter  of  no  importance  whether  he  resides  there  five  years  or  three 
years  ? — No. 

1538.  Have  you  any  reason  for  that? — It  is  unimportant  to  the  parish  whetlicr 
he  acquires  irremovability  in  five  years  or  in  three  years. 

1 .539.  But  still  you  will  admit  it  is  important  to  the  pauper  ? — Yes,  it  strengthens 
his  protection. 

J  540.  Why  is  it  unimportant  to  the  parish  ? — If  you  extend  the  area  of  rating, 
it  is  unimportant  to  the  parish,  as  practically  the  whole  union  would  be  as  one 
parish. 

1541.  It  is  not  unimportant  to  the  union?— No,  it  cements  the  union  of  several 
parishes. 

1542.  Would  your  union  have  any  objection  to  giving  that  greater  facility  to 
poor  people  to  acquire  irremovability? — 1  do  not  believe  they  would. 

1543.  What  is  3 oar  next  point? — The  manifest  injustice  of  charging  the  relief 
paid  to  the  irremovable  poor  to  the  conimon  fund  according  to  tlie  existing 
avera^zes,  instead  of  on  the  annual  value  of  rateable  property;  besides  being  an 
injustice  to  the  poor,  it  is  an  injustice  to  the  ratepayers  of  the  parish  which  has 
to  relieve  him  and  his  children,  or  to  remove  him  to  his  own  settlement  by 
birth  or  inheritance.     Tnat  is  a  great  grievance. 

1544.  Is  the  grievance  the  expense  of  removal? — The  expense  of  removal  and 
supporting  that  man  during  tlie  time  that  he  requires  relief,  unless  he  has  gained 
the  union  residence. 

1545.  That  goes  to  the  question  of  removing  paupers  generally,  does  it  not  ? — 
Yes,  and  specially  so  in  reference  to  paupers  that  have  broken  tneir  union  residence.- 

1.546.  You  think  that  the  parishes,  or  the  union,  have  no  interest  in  retaining 
the  power  of  removal,  because,  in  fact,  it  is  an  increased  expense  to  them  ? — 
They  have  not  the  wish  to  get  rid  of  it  in  all  cases. 

1547.  You  express  that  opinion  on  behalf  of  the  union  of  which  you  are 
the  chairman  r — Yes,  as  far  as  I  have  learnt  the  opinion  of  the  guardians. 

1548.  Have  you  a  great  many  Irish  that  come  to  Holyhead? — We  have 
occasronaIFy ;  but,  of  late  years,  we  have  not  had  so  many. 

1549.  -^^  not  the  labouring  classes  come  that  way  to  England? — They  come 
in  that  way ;  but  the  facilities  afibrded  by  the  Railway  and  the  Steam  Packet 
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CoinpaDy   (the  City  of  Dublin  Steam  Packet  Company  book  from  Dublin  to      m,,  jt  Jcnee. 
Liverpool  direct)  admits  of  tlie  passengers  going  through.     They  are  booked  in        ^mmmm^m..—^ 
Dublin  for  5^.  right  through  to  Manchester;  but  if  they  remain  at  Holyhead,  they      15  June  i86o» 
lose  that  advantage 

1550.  You  have  not  many  Irishmen  virho  come  to  Holyhead  ?— No,  not  to  reside. 

1551.  Therefore  you  have  not  many  that  dwell  there  ?^ — Very  few,  com^ 
paratively. 

1552.  There  is  not  much  demand  for  their  labour  about  Holyhead  r — ^There 
has  been,  in  connexion  with  the  harbour  works. 

1553.  Have  you  still  occasion  to  remove  the  Irish  to  Ireland  ? — We  have  not. 

1554.  Now,  will  you  state  your  next  point? — My  next  point  is,  that  any  poor 
person,  who  may  have  five  years'  residence,  should  be  irremovable,  whether  his 
settlement  elsewhere  could  be  proved  or  not,  provided  tliat  he  had  not  gained  a 
settlement  in  the  parish  in  which  he  resided.     The  letter  of  the  law  innists  upon 

'  the  parish  in  which  a  pauper  has  gained  a  union  residence,  proving  that  he  has 
a  settlement  elsewhere,  otherwise  he  is  not  clmrged  legally  on  the  common  fund. 

1555.  Mr.  Barrow.']  Your  objection  is,  that  before  he  becomes  irremovable, 
it  is  a  hardship  on  the  parish  in  which  he  is  residing,  to  have  to  find  out  his  pre- 
vious settlement  r — Yes ;  and  if  he  becomes  irremovable  according  to  the  provi- 
sions of  the  nth  and  12th  Victoria,  the  parish  has  to  prove  that  the  man  has  a 
settlement  elsewhere  before  he  becomes  chargeable  legally  on  the  common  fund. 
The  rivalry  between  parishes  in  the  same  union  has  a  direct  tendency  to  injure  the 
poor  individually,  and  the  ratepayers  generally.  In  illustration  of  the  point,  I 
beg  to  add  further,  that  in  a  parish  in  the  Holyhead  Union,  a  poor  man  kept  a 
day  school,  which  was,  I  ihink,  a  kind  of  parochial  school,  in  the  same  parish 
he  resided  for  five  years,  and  gained  a  union  residence ;  the  result  was,  that  he  was 
discontinued  as  schoolniaster,  and  had  to  remove  to  the  neighbouring  parish  of 
Bodedern,  where  there  was  a  village,  where  he  became  chargeable  on  the  latter 
parish,  and  they  had  to  relieve  him,  or  to  find  bis  settlement  by  birth  or  inheritance 
elsewhere,  and  to  go  to  the  expense  of  removing  him  and  his  family.  This  was 
done  to  avoid  a  just  contribution  to  the  common  fund,  throwing  the  poor  man 
and  his  family  entirely  upon  another  parish  in  the  very  same  union. 

1556.  What  is  your  conclusion  from  any  experience  which  you  have,  whether 
it  is  in  that  case  or  any  other,  with  respect  to  the  existing  averages ;  do  you 
think  that  they  ought  to  compute  the  common  fund  in  some  other  way  ? — 
Most  decidedly. 

1557.  Do  you  think  it  proper  to  raise  the  fund  from  an  assessment  of  the 
rateable  value  of  the  union  ? — ^The  rateable  value  of  the  union  is  very  unequal. 

'^55^'  We  are  talking  of  a  mode  in  which  we  are  to  raise  this  fund.  You 
object  to  this  mode  to  taking  the  averages  from  the  different  parishes.  Have  you 
any  other  mode  which  you  can  suggest  for  the  raising  of  this  common  fund  ? — I 
cannot  suggest  any  mode  at  present,  except  a  fresh  valuation  upon  a  just 
principle,  or  the  basis  of  county  and  police  rates. 

1559.  Your  next  point  is,  as  to  the  general  irregularity  of  the  poor  rate  charges 
in  parishes  comprised  in  the  same  union  in  consequence  of  the  Poor  Removal  Act, 
and  the  laws  of  settlement.  That  is  not  a  question  we  can  inquire  into.  Do  I 
understand  you  to  say  that  you  are  opposed  to  the  law  of  settlement  «hogether  ? 
— No,  not  altogether ;  but  wish  it  to  be  radically  revised. 

1560.  You  say  you  wish  to  speak  as  to  the  general  irregniarky  of  the  poor  rate 
charges  in  parishes  comprised  in  the  same  union,  in  consequence  of  the  Poor 
Removal  Act,  and  the  laws  of  settlement.  By  the  Poor  Removal  Act,  do  yon 
mean  the  Irremovable  Poor  Act? — Yes. 

1561.  Then  your  next  points  are,  as  to  the  propriety  of  extending  the  area  of 
rating,  with  a  view  to  a  better  equalisation  of  the  poor  rates,  an4  generally,  on  the 
unequal  and  unfair  operation  of  the  Poor  Removal  Act  in  populous  parishes,  to 
the  undue  advantage  of  rural  districts,  where  property  is  better  able  to  bear  the 
burthen.  Have  you  any  evidence  to  illustrate  that  view  ? — Villages  and  populous 
districts  are  the  very  ne^t  of  pauperism.  That  temporary  illness  be  chargeable  on 
the  fund  is  fair;  but  that  the  parish  in  which  the  pauper  happens  to  be  having  to 
prove  that  the  same  pauper  iias  a  settlement  elsewhere  belore  the  relief  can  be 
allowed  out  of  the  common  fund,  is  a  great  defect  in  the  law.  That  in  case  of 
permanent  illness,  the  parish  alone  in  which  such  illness  is  confirmed,  having  to 
fcUi)port  the  pauper  and  his  family,  or  to  go  to  the  expense  of  finding  bis  settle- 
ment, and  eft'ecting  his  removal,  is  another  great  injustice  to  individual  parishes. 
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Mr.  R.  Joneu  The  same  also  with  a  widow  and  her  children,  at  the  expiration  of  twelve  months 
after  the  death  of  the  husband,  unless  the  same  has  (gained  a  union  residence 

15  June  i860.  Qf  fjyg  years.  That  the  widow  and  children  should  be  chargeable  to  the 
union  for  twelve  months  after  the  death  of  the  husband  and  father,  is  fair  and 
humane;  but  to  charge  the  relief  afterwards  to  the  parish  in  which  the  pauper 
resided,  unless  the  parish  seitlement  by  birth  or  otherwise  is  known,  is  considered 
very  unfair.  That  if  the  settlement  parish  be  within  the  same  union  as  that  in 
which  they  become  chargeable,  they  ouj?ht  to  be  continued  as  union  paupers 
during  the  residence  within  the  same  union,  and  not  within  a  particular  parish, 
the  union  comprising  of  20  or  25  parishes. 

1562.  Those  are  the  views  which  you  have  matured  after  your  experience  of 
the  Irremovable  Act? — Yes. 

1563.  How  many  parishes  are  there  in  your  union  ? — T\^enty-five. 

1564.  Do  you  represent  the  opinion  of  the  other  guardians? — I  believe  I  do. 

1565.  Sir  E.  Grogan.']  Do  I  understand  you  to  say  that  your  Board  of 
Guardians  are  in  general  averse  to  retaining  the  power  of  removal  ? — Yes,  except 
in  very  simple  cases. 

1566.  To  retaining  the  power  of  removal  or  to  the  exercise  of  the  power  of 
removal  ? — They  object  to  exercising  the  power  of  removal ;  it  creates  a  rivalry 
between  parishes  belonging  to  the  same  union,  and  occasions  heavy  costs. 

1567.  How  many  removals  take  place  in  ypur  union  in  the  year? — I  am  not 
prepared  to  answer  the  question. 

1568.  Would  it  be  any  large  number  ?— Probably  eight  or  nine. 

1569.  Would  that  be  a  fair  average? — Yes,  I  think  it  would. 

1570.  Do  I  underbtand  you  to  say  that  your  Board  of  Guardians  are  not 
opposed  to  retaining  the  settlement  ? — No,  I  do  not  think  they  are  opposed  to  it, 
but  they  wish  to  have  an  extension  of  the  area  of  rating,  to  confirm  irremovability, 
whether  the  pauper  resides  in  the  parish  or  in  any  other  parish  of  the  union,  and 
to  revise  the  law  of  settlenjent  generally. 

1571.  Provided  he  resides  in  the  union  for  five  years,  do  you  wish  that  to 
confirm  irremovability  ? — Yes,  if  he  resides  in  any  part  of  the  union. 

1572.  Has  the  subject  of  reducing  that  five  years'  residence  within  the  union 
to  three  years  ever  been  discussed  by  your  Board  ? — It  has  not. 

1573.  You  are  not  prepared  to  express  any  opinion  of  the  Board  in  consequence 
on  that  subject? — No,  I  do  not  mean  to  say  that  I  am :  if  the  area  of  rating 
be  extended  over  the  union,  it  becomes  a  very  unimportant  question. 

1574.  Is  there  not  a  considerable  influx  of  labourers  in  consequence  of  the  very 
large  works  going  en  in  your  union  connected  with  the  new  harbour? — Yes. 

J  575.  Then  you  find  that  the  removal  of  the  labourer  who  shall  have  acquired 
or  nearly  acquired  irremovability  in  one  parish  to  another,  which  might  be  neces- 
sary for  the  sake  of  getting  his  cottage,  has  worked  with  great  hardship  upon  the 
labourer  so  employed  ? — It  has  not  on  the  labourers  chiefly,  but  on  the  parishes 
comprisinir  the  union  of  Holyhead. 

1 576.  How  has  it  had  that  effect  on  the  parij^hcs  ? — It  has  created  a  number  of 
irremovable  poor  to  a  very  great  extent. 

1577.  Have  you  found  instances  of  this  kind  occur  in  your  union:  a  labourer 
comes  to  your  works  for  the  sake  of  obtaining  labour;  he  resides  in  the  parish 
for  a  period  of  four  and-a-half  years,  and  in  consequence  has  very  nearly  acquired 
irremovability;  by  some  means  or  other  he  is  induced  to  remove  to  another  parish 
in  the  same  union? — Frequently. 

1578.  On  his  removal  he  loses  the  power  of  irremovability,  which  he  had  all  but 
acquired  by  his  first  residence  ? — Yes,  entirely. 

1579.  I^  "^*  ^^^^  ^  S""?^^  hardship  on  the  individual  ? — Yes,  a  very  great 
hardship  on  the  individual  and  his  family. 

1580.  You  say  it  is  a  hardship  on  the  parish  also  to  which  he  removes? — It  is 
a  hardship  also  to  that  parish  into  which  he  goes,  after  he  has  spent  four  and-a- 
half  years  in  another  parish. 

1581.  Is  that  bee  ause  the  parish  to  which  he  so  removes  would,  in  the  event  of 
his  becoming  chargeable  on  the  rates,  either  have  to  maintain  him  or  to  find  out 
his  former  place  of  residence  ? — ^Yes. 

1582.  Has  it  been  discussed  by  your  Board  that  any  pauper  who  shall  have 
acquired  irremovability,  by  residence  for  five  years,  and  subsequent  removal  to 
another  parish  where  he  becomes  chargeable,  should  have  a  settlement  in  the 
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place  where  he  lived  five  years  ?— Yes ;  his  union  residence  ought  not  to  be  dis-      Mr.  R.  .hnei. 
turbed  in  consequence  of  his  removing  from  one  parish  in  the  union  to  another."  ' 

1583-  l^oes  your  Board  go  tiie  length  of  saying  that  a  residence  for  any  period       15  June  i8ek>. 
of  five  years  in  a  union  shall  confer  a  settlement  on  the  pauper? — Yes ;  a  union 
settlement  to  all  intents  and  purposes. 

1584.  In  the  event,  then,  of  a  man  becoming  chargeable  in  another  union, 
would  you  remove  him  back  again  to  the  union  settlement  which  he  had  first 
acquired  ?— No,  leave  him  on  the  union  where  he  became  chargeable. 

1585.  What  would  you  do  with  him  then  ?— If  he,  by  residing  three  years,  or 
five  years,  had  gained  a  settlement  i\i  the  other  union,  the  other  union  ought  to 
maintain  him. 

1586.  I  am  assuming  that  he  had  not  acquired  a  second  irremovability  ?— I 
maintain  that  if  he  removes  from  one  union  to  another,  that  the  parishes  com- 
prised in  that  union  ought  to  support  the  pauper,  or  find  his  legal  settlement. 

i/jSj.  Are  there  any  considerable  number  of  Irish  employed  in  the  works  at 
Holyhead?— In  1849,  and  in  1855,  1856  and  1857,  there  have  been  large  num- 
bers  of  Irish. 

1588.  What  is  the  number  at  present? — At  present  the  number  is  com- 
paratively few. 

1589.  Do  you  see  any  injustice  lo  the  pauper,  or  to  the  union,  assuming  your 
views  to  be  carried  out,  of  an  extended  area  of  residence,  acquiring  a  union  settle- 
ment after  five  years'  residence  ? — None  whatever,  but  justice  to  all. 

1590.  Mr.  Knighf]  You  are  in  favour  of  an  extension  of  area  of  rating  to  the 
union  ? — Yes,  most  decidedly. 

1591.  I  find  in  1852  the  average  rate  paid  by  the  whole  of  your  union  was 
3  s,  83  rf.,  but  there  is  the  parish  of  Llanllibio  which  paid  only  1  ^.  2d.  in  the 
pound  ? — Yes,  I  presume. 

1592.  The  effect  of  equalizing  the  rating  over  the  union  in  the  way  you  have 
proposed,  would  be  to  make  all  the  proprietors  of  that  parish  pay  2$.  6id.  in 
the  pound  more  than  they  are  now  liable  for  ? — Yes,  the  tenant ;  biit  the  land  is 
enhanced  in  value  through  the  labouring  poor. 

1593.  According  to  that,  their  whole  property  would  be  reduced  in  value 
one-eighth  ? — In  that  view,  but  in  another  view  it  would  not,  but  advanced  as 
the  result  of  labour. 

1594.  If  you  reduce  a  man's  rental  by  2  s.  6d.  in  the  pound,  you  take  away 
from  him  one-eighth  of  his  property,  do  you  not  ? — That  is  clear  enough,  but 
ultimately  the  rental  is  increased. 

1595.  Do  you  think  it  right  or  fair,  by  an  Act  of  Parliament,  to  take  awav 
one-eighth  of  the  whole  property  of  certain  individuals  to  give  it  to  other  persons  ^ 
— I  maintain  that  rural  districts  derive  the  advantage ;  for  instance,  the  parish 
bordering  upon  the  parish  which  you  have  alluded  to,  is  a  parish  which  has 
several  small  cottages  and  a  village,  and  the  families  of  the  labourers  reside  in  the 
bordering  parishes.  The  large  farmers  derive  all  the  benefit  of  the  labour  of  the 
husband  and  father,  but  when  they  become  chargeable,  they  become  chargeable 
on  the  union  generally,  on  the  data  of  cost  of  relief  to  settled  poor. 

1596.  What  is  the  name  of  that  parish? — Bodedern,  also  Llanfiachraeth. 
1597*  I  find  that  that  is  a  parish   which  has  considerably  increased;  it  has 

increased  from  2,038/.  in  1815,  to  3,481  /.  in  1847,  being  an  increase  of  1,443/. 
a  year  on  2,000  /.  a  year,  so  that  that  does  not  look  as  if  the  parish  of  Bodedern 
has  very  much  suffered  from  the  residence  of  the  man  whom  you  have  been  speak- 
ing of? — Yes;  it  has  its  own  paupers'  increase;  and  hence,  in  proportion  to  the 
increase  of  its  own  paupers,  has  to  contribute  to  the  common  fund,  according  to 
the  date  of  the  averages. 

1598.  Mr.  MaguireJ]  You  stated,  assuming  that  the  area  was  enlarged  from  the 
parish  to  the  union,  whether  the  time  during  which  a  pauper  mi^ht  acquire  the 
right  of  union  irremovability  were  reduced  from  five  years  to  three  years? — 
Quite  so. 

1599.  ^^  y^"  "^^  think  it  would  be  of  very  great  importance  to  the  poor  man 
himself,  that  the  period  should  be  reduced  to  three  years? — Yes;  it  would  be 
important  to  him,  inasmuch  as  he  would  gain  a  residence  in  three  years,  and  not 
in  five  years. 

1600.  Then  it  would  be  a  matter  of  very  great  importance  lo  him,  although  at 
the  same  time  it  is  a  matter  of  no  importance  to  the  union,  if  the  period  were 

0.95.  M  reduced^ 
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Mi.  J?.  J&nes.      reduced,  you  as  chairman  of  the  Board  of  Guardians,  would  not  object  to  that? 

~T        TT        — No ;  particularly  with  an  union  settlement  instead  of  rei?idence. 

*^   "°®  ^      *  1601.  At  the  same  time,   you  would  be  in  favour  of  it  for  the  benefit  of  the 

industrious  poor  man? — Yes,  and   very  strongly  too,    if  the  law  of  parochial 

settlement  be  improved. 

1602.  I  believe  it  is  sometimes  the  object  of  people  who  are  interested  in  the 
lowering  of  the  rates  to  induce  people  who  may  be  eventually  chargeable  to  go 
from  one  parish  10  another,  in  order  to  break  the  residence  ? — Yes,  too  often. 

1603.  Is  not  that  constantly  the  habit  of  some  people  ? — It  is  a  great  grievance 
upon  the  parish  into  which  the  pauper  goes,  and  also  a  great  liardship  upon  the 
pauper  that  he  should  lose  his  privilege  of  irremovability  by  so  doing,  in  the 
same  union. 

1604.  Have  you  any  idea  who  are  the  parties  who  induce,  or  endeavour  to 
induce  persons  likely  to  be  chargeable,  to  go  from  one  parish  to  anothet^  to  break 
their  residence? — They  are  principally  large  farmers ;  they  have  large  farms, 
varying  from  300  to  500  acres;  they  employ  a  day  labourer  upon  condition  that 
he  resides  with  his  family  in  a  neighbouring  parish,  where  there  are  several  cot- 
tages. If  the  labourer  becomes  ill,  or  is  disabled  ttirough  any  intirmity,  he 
becomes  chargeable  upon  the  parish  or  union  in  which  his  family  reside,  and  the 
parish  in  which  he  labours  during  the  whole  course  of  his  life  has  nothing  to  pay 
towards  the  maintenance  of  that  man,  except  its  small  proportion  to  the  common 
fund. 

1605.  Do  you  know  cases  of  this  kind,  that  large  farmers  in  the  parish  in 
which  he  is  employed  are  constantly  in  the  habit  of  inducing  that  man  to  remove 
to  another  parish,  and  thus  break  his  residence  r — Yes,  1  have  heard  of  such  cases. 

1606.  You  know  cases  of  thai  kind  of  your  own  knowledge? — I  know  several 
cases  of  that  kind  spoken  of. 

1607.  Who  are  the  parties  who  instigate  the  poor  person  to  remove  from  one 
parish  to  another  ? — Tiie  farmers,  who  are  immediately  interested  in  reducing  the 
rates,  principally,  perhaps. 

1608.  Do  you  know  cases  where  persons  more  immediately  concerned  in  the 
raanaoement  of  parishes,  such  as  relieving  officers,  or  subordinates  of  Boiirds  of 
Guardians,  have  done  so ? — Overseers  and  acting  overseers  are  also  the  insUu- 
ments,  I  have  no  doubt. 

1609.  Do  you  know,  from  your  own  knowledge,  that  people  of  that  class 
endeavour  to  induce  persons  liable  to  be  chargeable  to  go  from  one  parish  to 
another,  and  thus  break  their  residence  and  destroy  their  right  of  irremovability? 
— Quite  so ;  that  is  a  grievance  to  the  poor,  and  an  injustice  to  neighbouring 
parishes. 

1610.  Do  you  know  cases  of  that  kind  from  your  own  knowledge? — Yes;  I 
think  I  do. 

1611.  Mr.  Dodson.]  Is  there  not  a  penalty  against  any  person  doing  so  r — There 
is  a  penalty  ;  but  they  contrive  to  evade  the  law.  They  persuade  a  man  and 
his  family  to  do  so. 

1612.  Is  not  a  man  liable  to  a  penalty  for  inducing  any  poor  person  to  remove 
into  another  parish  v>ith  the  object  of  breaking  his  residence? — There  is  some 
inducement  generally  held  out ;  perhaps  there  is  a  cheap  cottage  in  the  neighbour- 
hood, or  greater  facilities  in  the  neighbouring  parish  for  bringing  up  iiis 
children. 

1613.  Mr.  Maffuire.]  Are  these  facilities  pointed  out  to  the  poor  man? — 
Yes;  undoubtedly. 

1614.  At  the  same  time  the  result  of  the  man  yielding  to  the  suggestions  is, 
that  his  residence  is  destroyed,  and  if  he  becomes  a  pauper  he  lias  no  right  to 
demand  relief;  is  not  that  so? — If  he  becomes  a  pauper  he  becomes  chargeable 
to  the  parish  in  which  he  resides  at  the  time,  and  not  to  the  union. 

1615.  Can  you  give  the  Committee  a  case  in  point,  where  you  know  such 
inducements  have  been  held  out  and  acted  upon? — Yes;  I  related  the  case  of  a 
schoolmaster. 

1616.  What  induced  the  schoolmaster  to  go  from  one  parish  to  the  other; 
what  were  the  inducements  held  out  to  him  ? — He  was  discontinued  as  the 
schoolmaster  of  the  parochial  school ;  hence  he  had  no  cottage  to  reside  in, 
when  he  left  the  cottage  aitached  to  the  schoolhouse. 

1617.  How  long  had  he  been  schoolmaster  r — Five  years,  or  upwards. 

1618.  Had 
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1618.  Had  he  not  a  claim  upoii  that  parish  ?~He  had  a  claim  upon  the  union,       Mr.  R.  Jones. 
owinpc  to  his  five  years'  residence;  but  not  upon  the  parish.  ^^ ' 

1619.  What  induced  him  to  go  to  the  other  parish  ? — ^It  was  probably  the  acting       15  June  i860, 
overseer  combining  with   the  relieving  officer  or  the  guardians  of  the  parish,  in 

order  to  get  rid  of  a  man  and  his  family. 

1620.  Did  they  exert  their  influence  to  deprive  him  of  his  situation,  and  thus 
compel  him  to  go  into  another  parish  ? — He  was  not  compelled ;  but  a  represen- 
tation was  ujade  to  the  principal  ratepayer  that  such  would  be  the  case,  if  he 
were  allowed  to  remain  there  a  longer  time. 

1621.  What  would  be  the  case? — That  he  would  become  a  union  pauper; 
and  then  that  the  parish  of  Llantrissant  would  have  to  contribute  their  propor- 
tion towards  the  maintenance  of  the  pauper. 

1622.  Do  you  know,  of  your  own  knowledge,  of  tijese  men  combining  to 
induce  that  man  to  leave  the  parish,  or  compelling  him  to  leave  the  parish,  by 
depriving  him  of  his  employu)ent? — I  have  it  on  authority  that  the  poor  school- 
master had  a  certificate,  signed  by  the  rector  of  the  parish,  stating  that  there 
were  no  complaints  against  him  which  caused  his  dismissal  from  being  school- 
master ;  but  it  was  only  in  order  to  avoid  the  chargeability  of  supporting  him  as 
a  union  pauper. 

1623.  He  was  a  man  with  a  family  ? — Yes;  and  tliai  very  man  became  chargeable 
to  the  parish  of  Bodedern,  the  neighbouring  parish^  which  parish  derived  no  benefit 
whatever  from  his  residence  in  the  parish  of  Llantrissant. 

1624.  ^i*'  Knighi.]  In  that  instance  he  was  a  parish  schoolmaster,  and  had  a 
cottage  residence  in  right  of  his  office  ? — Yes,  in  aouie  degree,  conditionally, 

1625.  They  took  the  residence  from  him,  which  broke  up  the  school? — They 
took  the  post  of  schoolmaster  from  him,  an  J  there  was  no  inducement  for  him  to 
remain  in  the  rural  district ;  he  had  a  better  chance  in  the  village,  being  a  man 
advanced  in  age.  I  wish  to  dwell  a  little  upon  the  question  of  chargeability ; 
the  Board  of  Guardians  are  unanimously  opposed  to  the  present  principle  of 
chargeability. 

1626.  Have  you  a  statement  upon  that  subject  which  you   wish  to  put  in?— 

Yes.    Those  parishes  that  have  reducecl  their  own  settled  poor  at  the  present  time,      Vide  Appendix, 

wish  to  have  a  new  average,  and  a  new  average  has  been  promised ;  hence  it  is 

burthen  upon  burthen  on  those  parishes ;  their  settled  poor  have  increased  in 

number,  and  they  would  have  to  bear  in  proportion  their  contribution  towards  the 

common  fund.     In  illustration,  I  beg  to  observe  that  the  contribution  of  the  parish 

of  Bodwrog,  according  to  its  declared  averages,  is  only  41  per  cent,  towards  the 

common  fund,  whereas  other  parishes  in  the  very  same  union  contribute  109  per 

cent.     There  is  another  table  which  I  wish  to  hand  in,  as  bearing  upon  the  sulyect. 


AUo  remarks  on  parochial  settlement  by  payment  of  rates. 


ilyect.      V^  Appendi*. 


Mr.  Ashley  Maples^  called  in  ;  and  Examined. 

1627.  Chairman.^  YOU  are  the  clerk  to  the  Spalding  Board  of  Guardians? 
—Yes. 

1628.  Have  you  been  so  for  some  timer — For  nearly  25  years. 

1629.  The  Spalding  Union  is  purely  an  agricultural  district? — Purely. 

1630.  Including  how  many  parishes? — Nine. 

1631.  Are  they  of  considerable  extent? — Of  very  great  extent. 

1632.  What  is  the  population  contained  in  that  union? — The  population  in 
1851  was  21,263.     The  area  was  60,652  acres. 

1633.  These  parishes  differ  very  much  in  character,  do  they  not  ?~Eight  of 
them  do  not ;  Spalding  differs  very  much  from  the  others.     ♦ 

1634.  The  property  is  occupied  in  different  ways?— Yes.  Spalding,  which  is 
the  principal  parish  in  the  union,  differs  very  much  from  the  others. 

1635.  What  is  the  opinion  prevailiog  amongst  your  Board  as  to  the  Irremovable 
Act;  has  it  been  considered  to  work  well?— I  think  not;  the  opinion  of  the 
Board  generally  is,  that  it  has  not  worked  well. 

1636.  Do  you  mean  that  they  object  to  its  renewal,  or  do  they  object  to  it  as 
it  is  now,  and  wish  to  amend  it? — ^Tliey  wish  to  amend  it.  There  is  a  very  large 
extra- parochial  district  which  has  been  a  very  great  burthen  and  baidship  upon 
us;  if  we  get  them  into  the  union,  and  make  them  pay  their  proportion  of  the 
expenses,  it  would  be  more  palatable. 

o  95.  M  2  1 637.  There 
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Mr. A. Maples.         1637.  There  are  no  extra-parochial  places  now? — No;   they  parochialized 

— —      themselves  three  years  ago. 

15  June  i860.  1638.  They  are  not  in  any  union  ? — No. 

1639.  What  do  you  call  that  ? — Deeping  St.  Nicholas. 

1640.  That  is  where  the  fen  district  was? — Yes. 

1641.  What  are  your  general  objections  to  the  Irremovable  Poor  Act? — We 
are  so  dependent  upon  foreign  labour  at  harvest  time,  that  it  has  brought  a  great 
number  of  people  on  us  who  did  not  belong  to  us.  They  have  had  great  induce- 
ments for  stopping.  We  have  got  saddled  with  numbers  of  paupers  who  do  not 
belong  to  us.  The  district  of  Deeping  St.  Nicholas  not  having  cottages^  makes  it 
a  great  inducement  for  parties  to  stop  in  Spalding. 

1642.  Is  Deeping  Fen  district  purely  agricultural  ? — Yes. 

1643.  Was  it  never  liable  to  maintain  its  own  poor? — ^There  was  a  special  Act 
passed  in  the  time  of  Charles  the  Second,  giving  one-half  of  that  place  to  a  body 
of  gentlemen,  who  were  called  adventurers;  they  were  to  reclaim  it  from  its  then 
state  of  water  and  morass ;  they  were  to  have  one-half  for  doing  so ;  they  were 
saddled  with  maintaining  their  own  poor  for  ever.  For  a  certain  period  it  was 
acted  upon,  and  up  to  1810  we  find  they  had  overseers  and  a  workhouse  in  the 
district,  but  at  that  time  the  workhouse  and  overseers  ceased. 

1644.  But  uas  the  liability  continued  ? — Yes. 

1645.  In  1810  you  found  that  to  be  the  arrangement  which  was  settled 
upon  in  the  country  parishes  for  the  relief  of  the  poor? — Yes;  and  then  about 
1810  they  contrived  to  pull  their  workhouse  down,  and  for  some  reason  or  another^ 
they  did  not  go  on  appointing  overseers  from  that  period  until  three  years  ago, 
when  they  parochialized  the  district. 

1646.  So  that  between  1810  and  1856,  you  became  saddled  with  their  poor? — 
Yes ;  and  as  soon  as  the  Irremovable  Poor  Act  came  into  effect,  it  became  an 
union  charge. 

1647.  Have  you  anything  to  state  with  reference  to  the  mode  by  which  they 
got  rid  of iheir  poor? — They  had  no  resident  poor;  they  would  not  build  houses 
or  cottages ;  their  poor  came  and  resided  in  the  parish  of  Spalding,  whicli  is  imme- 
diately adjoining,  and  went  into  the  neighbouring  district  to  work. 

1648.  Before  1810  they  had  some  poor  ? — ^They  had  to  some  extent. 

1649.  Then  they  ceased  to  have  poor  after  they  put  down  the  workhouse,  and 
did  not  appoint  an  overseer  ? — There  was  one  portion  of  the  extra-parochial  dis- 
trict where  the  occupiers  raised  a  subscription  for  the  few  they  had,  but  it  was 
only  a  few  hired  servants  who  became  chargeable  upon  them,  and  they  got  up  a 
subscription  to  pay  the  cost  of  them. 

1650.  What  does  the  hardship  consist  of;  they  seem  to  have  had  no  settled 
poor,  and  so  they  got  rid  of  the  overseer  ? — They  got  all  the  sinews  and  health 
and  strength  out  of  these  labourers,  and  when  the  latter  wanted  relief  they  were 
thrown  on  the  parish  of  Spalding;  they  were  men  who  were  residing  in  Spalding 
going  into  Deeping  St.  Nicholas  to  work,  and  exhausted  themselves  there;  and 
when  an  accident  happened  to  one  of  these  men,  and  he  got  a  leg  broke  or  any- 
thing of  that  kind,  he  was  brought  back  into  the  parish  of  Spalding,  and  the 
cost  of  his  relief  thrown  upon  that  parish. 

1651.  Was  there  a  system  of  getting  the  poor  who  worked  in  Deeping  Fen 
to  reside  in  Spalding  ? — Yes. 

1652.  Did  that  take  place  before  1810? — Not  to  a  very  great  extent,  because 
at  that  time  the  district  had  not  improved  by  drainage. 

1653.  When  was  it  drained? — It  had  been  drained  for  a  vast  number  of 
years,  but  not  effectually  until  steam  drainage  was  applied. 

J 654.  Is  there  a  great  deal  of  labour  employed  at  Deeping  Fen? — ^Very  great. 

1655.  You  say  the  majority  of  those  labourers  live  in  Spalding  ? — ^Yes. 

1656.  You  say  that  something  like  a  scheme  or  system  of  pulling  down  cot- 
tages or  dwelling  places  for  these  labourers  has  taken  place  for  many  years  past, 
and  the  consequence  is,  that  those  labourers  reside  in  Spalding? — ^They  did  not 
pull  them  down;  they  would  not  allow  them  to  be  built. 

1657.  They  did  live  there  before  1810? — I  think  principally  those  only  who 
were  hired  into  the  house  ;  they  did  not  live  in  cottages. 

1658.  Do  you  mean  that  the' farmers  have  discontinued  the  practice  of  having 
labourers  in  their  houses  ? — No. 

1659.  They  do  still  have  labourers  in  their  houses? — Yes. 

1660.  They 
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1660.  They  must  have  people  who  have  acquired  a  settlement  from  their      Mr.  A.  Mapief^ 

irremovability? — Whenever  those  parties  require  relief,   they  have  sent  them        

a\ray  to  Spalding.     It  was  a  common  thing  to  bring  sick  persons  into  Spalding.      *5  June  i86d. 

I  have  known  cases  where  they  have  actually  left  them  on  the  road-side,  as  soon 
■as  they  got  over  the  boundaries  of  the  parish. 

1661.  Although  they  had  them  in  the  house,  they  never  allowed  them  to 
acquire  a  iettlement  ? — Yes,  sometimes  a  party  might  gain  a  settlement  in 
Deeping  Fen.  There  was  a  decision  to  that  effect :  it  was  that  where  a  man  had 
got  a  settlement  before  he  resided  in  Deeping  Fen  ;  if  he  came  into  your  parish 
you  could  not  take  him  back  to  the  place  where  he  first  got  a  settlement,  because 
he  had  been  to  Deeping  Fen  in  the  intermediate  time. 

1662.  Do  you  mean  that  a  man  who  was  born  in  Deeping  Fen,  if  he  went 
into  another  parish,  lost  his  settlement? — I  am  not  speaking  of  a  man  being 
born  in  Deeping  Fen,  but  of  a  man  who  had  a  settlement  in  any  parish,  say 
parish  A.,  and  afterwards  went  into  Deeping  Fen,  and  then  into  the  parish  of 
Spalding ;  but  having  got  a  settlement  in  the  intermediate  extra-parochial  dis- 
trict, you  could  not  remove  him  to  parish  A.,  but  Spalding  must  support  him. 

166*3.  How  long  do  you  say  this  has  been  going  on;  it  has  not  altered  since 
1810,  because  they  have  not  been  in  the  union? — No. 

1664.  So  that  the  effect  of  sending  them  into  Spalding,  is  to  get  them  into  that 
union? — Yes. 

1665.  Have  they  at  present  no  charge  for  poor? — Very  small.  I  have 
examined  their  books  within  the  last  few  days,  and  I  find  that  they  have  only  a 
small  charge  for  the  last  three  years.  Tlieir  average  for  the  last  three  years 
would  be  6 1  /•  J  2  ^.  8  ^. 

1666.  What  is  ihe  extent  of  Deeping  Fen  ? — It  is  14,555  acres. 

1667.  Have  you  seen  any  valuation  of  the  property  there? — I  have;  the^^ross 
parochial  assessment  of  that  district  is  29,078  /•  The  rateable  value  is  23,591  /. 
For  county  rate  purposes  it  is  24,519  /. 

1668.  Do  you  know  what  is  the  number  of  poor  working  in  that  district  of 
Deeping  Fen,  who  occupy  houses,  or  at  least  live  in  Spalding,  or  in  your  union  of 
Spalding  ? — I  have  this  week  set  men  on  two  of  the  principal  roads  to  watch  the 
number  of  labourers  going  into  Deeping  Fen  from  Spalding,  and  it  shows  a  daily 
average  of  1 17  men,  53  women,  and  215  children.  Those  are  only  two  of  the 
roads  into  Deeping  Fen.  There  are  various  other  inlets  into  Deeping  Fen  which 
I  did  not  watch.  I  had  some  conversation  with  people  who  ore  more  conversant 
with  the  matter  than  I  am,  and  I  think  I  might  fairly  add  one-half  to  those  numbers* 

1669.  ^^  y^^  know  any  further  particulars  about  these  people,  such  as,  for 
instance,  whether  they  have  acquired  irremovability  in  Spalding,  or  whether  they 
all  live  out  of  Deeping  Fen  ? — They  have  acquired  irremovability  in  Spalding.  In 
Ihe  parish  of  Spalding  there  is  an  immense  number  of  cottages  built  for  their 
accommodation  ;  they  nearly  all  live  out  of  Deeping  Fen. 

1670.  Do  you  know  what  amount  is  expended  for  the  relief  of  such  as  are  on  the 
junion? — Our  out-door  irremovable  relief  for  last  year  was  664/.,  and  369  Z.  in  the 
house. 

1671.  That  is  irremovable  poor  relief  in  the  union  of  Spalding  ? — Yes. 

1672.  You  are  hardly  able  to  state  how  many  of  those  work  in  Deeping  Fen  ? 
— I  am  not  able  to  speak  with  any  accuracy. 

1673*  Would  you  say  that  there  are  a  good  many  of  your  irremovable  poor  \vho 
become  chargeable  ? — I  might  say  one-half  of  those  poor  people  who  work  in 
Deeping  Fen. 

1674.  I  suppose  the  people  who  work  in  Deeping  Fen  are  purely  agricultural? 
— Purely  agricultural. 

1675.  I  suppose  their  wages  are  good  there? — Yes. 

1676.  What  is  the  character  of  the  people  who  generally  come  upon  the 
parish  ?  Is  it  that  they  come  at  a  particular  time  of  year,  or  is  it  a  clas^  of 
pauper  like  the  old  class  of  paupers  ?— Like  the  old  class  of  paupers.  They  do 
not  come  at  any  particular  time  of  year ;  and  they  do  not  come  except  fro  n  want 
of  work  in  the  winter  lime,  when  they  get  thrown  out  of  employment,  or  through 
illness.     I  do  not  think  they  come  upon  us  in  any  other  way. 

1677.  Then  whether  insane,  infirm,  or  out  of  employ,  the  paupers  of  Djcpii);» 
Fen  are  no  chai-ge  whatever  to  them  ? — No,  not  now  the  district  is  parochialized, 
but  their  paupers  are  very  few. 

0.95,  M  3  1(378-  Whom 
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Vx.  A.  Maples.         1678.  Whom  is  Deeping  Fen  principally  owned  by  ?'— Very  many  proprielors- 

I  think  Lord  Carrington  is  the  principal  proprietor. 

15  June  i860.  1679.  Is  it  let  out? — It  is  let  out  in  farms  ;  the  whole  of  the  population  of 

Deeping  Fen  altogether  is  only  1,098.  I  am  speaking  of  the  relurn  of  1 85 1.  It 
has  not  much  increased  since ;  there  have  been  very  few  more  bouses  built  within 
the  last  ten  years. 

16S0.  Is  it  all  pasture? — I  think  two-thirds,  or  even  three-foutths  of  it  is 
arable  ;  it  is  a  very  fine  fertile  district,  fit  for  growing  com. 

1681.  It  is  perfectly  notorious  in  that  part  of  the  country  that  it  is  not 
heavily  burthened  with  poor,  and  consequently  the  rental  is  higher? — It  is  quite 
well  known  that  the  rents  are  higher  in  consequence  of  the  lowness  of  their 
rates. 

16S2.  Must  it  not  be  a  necessary  consequence  tliat,  if  the  outgoings  of  a 
tenant  are  less,  the  rent  becomes  higher? — Yes. 

1683.  And  therefore  there  is  a  distinct  advantage  to  the  proprietor  ? — Yes. 

16S4.  What  class  of  people  live  in  Spalding;  is  there  any  manufactory  there? 
— No;  it  is  a  little  shipping  place,  a  short  distance  from  the  German  Ocean  ;  we 
have  a  tidal  river  up  to  the  place. 

1685.  Are  they  people  of  moderate  fortune  ? — Yes  ;  tliey  are  people  engaged 
in  agriculture  and  trade  on  a  moderate  scale ;  we  have  a  few  wealthy  people 
among  us ;  not  many. 

1686.  Are  the  rates  considered  high  with  reference  to  tlie  value  of  property? 
— ^They  are  looked  upon  as  being  high. 

1687.  Is  it  well  known  that  it  is  a  neighbourhood  which  is  exempt  from  poor 
rates,  and  that  they  are  additionally  charged  with  regard  to  their  rents  in  conse- 
quence of  that  exemption  ?— Yes,  that  is  well  known  as  respects  Deeping  Fen, 
and  has  heen  the  subject  of  complaint  for  many  years- 

1688.  That  is  felt  as  a  hardship? — Very  much  so. 

1689.  Is  it  the  opinion  of  people  in  that  place  that  the  burthen  of  maintaining 
the  poor  is  distributed  very  unequally,  and  unjustly  in  consequence? — It  is. 

1690.  Supposing  Deeping  Fen  were  included  in  the  union,  would  not  that 
make  a  difference  as  to  the  distribution  of  the  charge? — It  depends  upon  what 
principle  the  charge  is  made,  whether  ycu  take  them  on  the  assessment,  or  in 
the  orch'nary  way,  on  the  average.  If  they  were  to  come  on  their  averages,  that 
would  be  so  small  that  it  would  not  be  worth  notice  at  all. 

1691.  To  make  this  charge  fall  equally  upon  the  people  and  property  of  this 
district,  you  uould  say  that  the  assessment  for  the  common  fund  should  be 
different  ?-  Certainly. 

1692.  Would  you  assess  it  upon  the  rateable  value  of  the  union? — I  would 
myself;  I  think  there  would  be  a  difference  of  opinion  amongst  the  guardians, 

*  inasmuch  as  the  parish  of  Spalding  would  gain  very  much  by  it,  and  most  of  the 
other  parishes  would  lose ;  speaking  individually,  I  should  say  I  would  so 
assess  it. 

1693.  You  would  reverse  the  order  of  the  present  state  of  things,  whereas 
Spalding  pays,  by  bearing  the  charge  in  a  great  disproportion  to  the  others;  if  you 
were  to  distribute  it  more  equally,  you  think  the  others  would  complain  in  conse- 
quence of  having  more  to  pay  ? — I  think  they  would. 

1694.  Do  you  live  in  Spaldinor  yourself  ? — I  do. 

1695.  Spalding  union  consists  of  nine  parishes;  are  you  alluding  to  any  of 
those  nine  who  would  be  dissatisfied  ?— I  have  made  a  calculation  of  the  parishes 
which  would  benefit  or  suffer  by  substituting  the  assessment  for  the  averages ; 
Spalding,  and  Donington  (which  is  also  a  small  market  town),  would  benefit, 
whereas  all  the  rural  parishes  but  one  would  not. 

1696.  The  seven  others  are  rural  parishes? — Yes. 

1697.  Do  they  contrive  to  send  their  poor  also  to  Spalding  and  Donington? — 
No,  I  think  they  keep  their  poor  to  themselves. 

1698.  What  is  the  farthest  distance  of  any  one  of  those  parishes  from  Spalding? 
— Donington  is  the  outside  parish.  It  would  be  about  13  miles  to  the  extreme 
of  the  union  on  that  side. 

1699.  What  is  the  character  of  these  seven  parishes;  are  they  owned  by  several 
proprietors? — It  is  a  district  in  which  the  property  is  very  much  distributed. 
Many  of  the  farmers  themselves  are  small  freeholders. 

1700.  There 
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1 700.  There   is  no  great  facility  for  combiniDg  to  pull  down  cottages,  and  Mr.  A.  JUnplm^ 
drive  the  poor  into  neighbouring  averages? — Certainly  not.  

1701.  You  say  that  they  all  agree  in  complaining  of  the  assessment  upon  the  15  Jane  iMo* 
value  of  the  property  instead  of  the  averages? — No;  there  would  be  a  difference 

of  opinion  amongst  the  guardians  themselves  about  that. 

1702.  I  suppose  the  seven  parishes  have  not  many  poor? — No;  their  poor  is 
not  very  heavy. 

1 703.  Is  that  owing  to  their  having  plenty  of  employment  for  the  labourers  ?— 
It  is ;  but  in  harvest  time  we  are  dependent  in  a  great  measure  upon  foreign 
labour ;  I  mean  men  coming  out  of  Bedfordshire  and  Huntingdonshire,  and  other 
distant  counties.  We  have  a  great  many  mechanics  and  Irishmen  coming  to 
work  for  us  at  harvest  time.  We  have  many  hundreds  of  Irish  who  merely 
come  to  assist  in  the  harvest^  and  do  not  gain  either  settlements  or  irremovability. 
We  find,  however,  that  many  of  them  do  contrive  to  stay  by  somf*  means  or  other. 

1704.  Are  the  wages  better? — ^Yes,  and  there  are  many  charities  in  the 
parishes,  which  is  another  thing  which  induces  many  to  stay. 

1705.  I  take  for  granted  that  yonr  wages  would  be  much  higher,  if  they  do 
not  stay  ? — Probably  tliey  would. 

1706.  That  is  no'advantage  to  the  employer  ?— No. 

1707.  Except  from  the  fact  of  their  being  driven  out  from  Deeping  Fen  into 
Spalding,  you  do  not  find  that  labour  is  at  all  redundant  in  that  part  of  the 
world  ?— No,  it  is  rather  otherwise. 

1708.  Suppose  that  justice  could  be  done  with  respect  to  this  great  district 
being  brought  into  the  union  and  assessed,  as  you  say,  you  would  not  object  to 
a  renewal  of  this  Act?— I  think  not. 

1709.  It  is  an  advantage  to  the  poor,  if  they  come  to  a  place  and  live  five 
years  without  being  chargeable,  that  they  should  not  then  be  removed? — Certainly 
it  is. 

1710.  You  do  not  remove  any  poor  from  the  Spalding  union?  —Yes,  we  get 
rid  of  as  many  as  we  can. 

17*1.  In  the  course  of  the  year  do  you  make  many  ordeis  ? — ^Not  many;  that 
part  of  the  business  is  materially  reduced.  There  used  to  be  a  good  many  before 
the  Irremovable  Poor  Act ;  but  there  are  not  now  more  than  a  dozen  in  the  year 
in  the  vihole  union. 

1712.  You  mean  there  are  a  very  large  number  of  people  who  come  and  reside 
there,  without  being  chargeable  r — Very  many. 

1713.  Do  you  take  any  steps  to  prevent  their  getting  the  five  years*  residence  ? 
—Not  at  all. 

1714.  You  cannot  say  it  is  a  matter  of  general  complaint,  that  the  poor  have 
hocreased  there  in  consequence  of  this  Act? — No,  I  do  not  think  it  is. 

17)5.  Have  you  any  opinion  about  the  term  of  residence  that  might  be  given 
to  acquire  irremovability  ;  might  it  be  safely  reduced  to  three  years  ? — No,  I  have 
not  considered  that  point. 

1716.  Your  great  complaint  is  as  to  the  unfair  way  in  which  the  charge  is  dis« 
tributed  ? — Exactly  so. 

1717.  Is  that  the  opinion  of  the  guardians,  generally,  of  your  union? — When- 
ever it  has  been  discussed  at  the  Board,  I  believe  it  is  quite  their  opinion  that  it 
is  very  unequal  and  very  unfair. 

1718.  Has  there  been  any  question  of  including  Deeping  Fen  in  the  union  ? — It 
has  been  mooted,  and  has  been  brought  under  the  consideration  of  the  Poor  Law 
Board.  The  inspector  has  held  a  meeting  upon  the  subject,  to  which  be  sum- 
moned only  the  parties  interested  in  Deeping  Fen;  he  is  to  hold  another,  at  which 
somebody  to  represent  the  union  is  to  be  invited  to  attend.  It  is  to  be  a  matter 
of  discussion,  and  perhaps  of  some  arrangement.  The  guardians  will  decide  as 
soon  as  they  can.  If  Deeping  St.  Nicholas  can  be  brought  into  the  union  upon 
some  terms  of  arrangement,  either  by  assessment  or  by  some  other  equitable  mode, 
I  do  not  think  there  will  be  any  objection. 

1719.  There  would  be  no  additional  burden  on  the  union  if  they  were  in- 
cluded ? — Yes ;  it  would  involve  the  necessity  of  another  medical  officer,  and 
another  relieving  officer.     If  you  have  their  time  you  must  pay  them. 

1720.  You  do  not  have  a  medical  officer  for  every  parish? — No;  but  Deeping 
St.  Nicholas  is  so  wide  and  extensive  in  itself  that  we  must  have  additional  officers 
for  it,  and  there  is  a  difficulty  in  getting  about  it,  from  the  want  of  roads;  there 
are  no  roads  laid  out  across  it* 
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Mr.  XA/flpfc*.         17-21.  Would  not  the  farmers  and  the   proprietors  object  very  much  to  its 
being  included  in  the  union  ? — As  I  understand,  the  proprietors  and  occupiers  of 

15  June  i860,     that  district  are  anxious  to  corae  into  the  union.     The  only  difficulty  is,  upon  what 
terms  they  are  to  come  in  with  regard  to  the  expenses  which  we  have  incurred  ;  we 
have  spent  10,000/.  or  12,000/.  in  a  workhouse,  and  other  necessary  expenses, 
and  it  would  be  very  unfair  that  they  should  come  in  and  have  the  benefit  of  all 
that  expense,  without  paying  some  proportion  of  it. 

1722.  They  would  not  use  your  workhouse  more,  because  they  would  still 
proceed  on  the  same  system  ? — No,  it  would  not  increase  the  poor  in  numbers. 

1723.  Mr.  JMagvirei.']  You  think  it  is  fair  that  they  should  bear  some  pro- 
portion of  the  burthen,  inasmuch  as  they  will  participate  in  all  the  advantages 
for  the  future? — Quite  so. 

1724.  Do  you  find  that  irremovable  poor  have  an  objection  to  leave  the  parish 
from  which  they  are  irremovable  ?— They  have  an  objection  to  do  so. 

172.";.  They  have  an  objection  to  destroy  that  right? — They  have. 

1726.  They  have  an  objection  to  go  to  any  other  parish  to  work,  because- 
thereby  they  would  forfeit  their  residence  ? — Yes. 

1727.  And  they  would  also  forfeit  their  right  of  irremovability  ? — ^Yes. 

1728.  I  suppose,  in  Spalding,  in  winter  time,  when  there  is  no  work  in  this- 
district  of  which  you  speak,  you  have  the  burthen  of  these  unemployed  people 
falling  on  your  rates  r — That  is  the  operation. 

1729.  Would  it  not  be  for  your  advantage  that   working  people  should  have 
an  inducement  to  go  to  other  places  where  they  would  find  more  permanent 
employment  than  they  would  find  within  the  neighbourhood  of  Spalding? — Yes,. 
I  think  it  would. 

1730.  Then  if  a  poor  man  could  acquire  Irremovability  in  two  or  three  years, 
or  a  settlement,  would  not  that  course  afford  him  an  inducement  to  go  in  search 
of  labour  where  he  could  acquire  that  right  in  so  short  a  time  ? — I  think  it. 
would. 

1731.  Is  not  the  very  length  of  the  period  of  five  years  rather  against  in- 
ducing him  to  go  from  one  parish  to  another  in  search  of  labour  ? — Yes. 

1732.  He  would  acquire  the  same  protection  in  another  place  in  a  short  time  ? 
— I  think  at  the  time  they  are  thrown  out  of  work  with  us,  they  would  not  be 
able  to  find  work  elsewhere.  They  are  agricultural  labourers,  and  could  not  turn 
their  hand  to  any  other  work. 

1733.  Supposing  your  working  population  increased  and  your  irremovable- 
poor  increased,  and  your  agricultural  work  did  not  increase,  but  in  other  parishes 
and  in  other  unions  there  was  a  greater  amount  of  labour,  would  you  not  find 
that  the  people  for  whom  you  could  not  find  full  employment  in  your  own  parish, 
would  not  wish  to  break  their  residence,  because  they  would  be  liable  to  be 
removed  ? — They  would  not  break  it,  if  they  could  possibly  avoid  it. 

1734.  Would  it  not  be  to  the  advantage  of  those  poor  persons,  as  well  as  to 
the  advantage  of  the  overburthened  parishes,  that  the  period  of  residence  should 
be  reduced,  and  that  thereby  they  could  acquire  a  new  right,  in  another  place, 
where  there  m  as  plenty  of  employment  ? — That  would   be  an  advantage  to  the^ 
poor. 

1735-  Would  it  not  also  be  an  advantage  to  the  overburthened  parishes? — 
Yes,  it  would. 

1736.  Is  it  not  to  the  advantage  of  the  poor,  as  well  as  to  the  parishes  gene- 
rally, that  all  restrictions  which  can  possibly  be  taken  off  labour  should  be  taken 
off  ?— I  think  it  is. 

1737.  You  spoke  of  some  cases  (I  suppose  you  have  authority  for  it)  where 
you  Baid  they  had  dropped  sick  persons  outside  the  boundary  of  their  parish,  and 
thus  got  rid  of  them  ? — As  soon  as  they  got  within  the  boundary  of  Spalding 
parish. 

1738.  Do  you  know  such  cases? — I  know  of  cases;  such  things  have  hap- 
pened in  my  union  ;  I  mean  that  they  have  dropped  them  on  to  the  roadside, 
and  left  them,  until  some  humane  persons  came  and  picked  them  up,  and  brought 
them  on  into  the  town. 

1 739.  You  have  known  cases  of  that  kind  ? — I  have  ;  they  have  come  under 
the  investigation  of  the  Board,  and  in  one  or  two  cases  we  have  threatened  a 
prosecution  ;  but  the  prosecutions  have  never  been  gone  on  with,  on  account  of 
the  expense. 

1740.  Was  there  any  kind  of  inquiry  ^—  There  was  a  local  inquiry. 

«  1741.  Did 
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1741.  Did  the  result  of  the  local  inquiry  prove  the  justice  of  the  statement     UuA.MapUi, 
which  you  make  ? — It  proved  the  truth  of  it.  

1742.  But  then  you  say  the  apprehension  of  the  legal  expenses  prevented  you       15  Jnne  i860, 
taking  the  case  further  ? — That  prevented  the   Board  from  taking  any  further 
proceedings, 

1743.  Mr.  Knight.']  That  could  not  happen  now  they  are  made  a  parish  of? 
—No. 

1744.  What  are  the  wages  of  the  men  who  work  in  Deeping  Fen  generally? 
— I  think  that  they  earn  about  2^.  6  c?.  a  day. 

1745.  What  does  a  woman  get? — She  gets,  I  believe,  about  \s.  6d.  a  day; 
or  about  9^.  a  week. 

1746.  What  does  a  child  get?— They  vary  from  6d.  Xo  \  s.2l  day,  according  to 
their  age  ;  they  are  employed  principally  in  weeding. 

1747.  Foui'  or  five  shillings  per  week? — ^Taking  the  average,  about  45.  6rf.  a 
week. 

1748.  Mr.  Maguire.']  Do  you  find  any  falling  off  in  the  amount  of  Irish  labour 
in  harvest  time  ? — I  have  heard  that  within  the  last  year  or  two,  there  have  not 
been  the  usual  numbers  over. 

1749.  Does  any  inconvenience  arise  from  that? — Very  great. 

1750.  In  fact,  I  suppose,  without  them  it  would  be  almost  impossible  to  get  in 
your  harvest? — Eiiher  without  them  or  some  foreign  labour;  it  would  be  impos- 
sible to  do  It. 

1751.  Theirs  is  the  labour  upon  which  you  generally  depend  in  harvest  time  ? 
— Quite  so. 

1752.  Chairman.']  You  do  not  find  that  the  Irish  get  settlements  there? — No  ; 
we  have  some  few  resident  Irish  who  remain.  Now  and  then  a  man  wishes  to 
remain,  and  sends  for  his  family. 

1753.  Mr.  Maguire.]  Are  they  employed  in  labour? — ^Yes;  they  are  hardier 
sort  of  men  than  our  labourers ;  they  do  not  care  what  they  do ;  they  are  ready  to 
do  any  kind  of  hard  work. 

1754.  Mr.  Knight.]  Any  unskilled  labour? — Any  labour  that  there  is  to  do. 

1755.  Mr.  Maguire]  Any  rude  labour  ? — Decidedly. 

1756.  Such  as  adds  to  the  prosperity  of  the  district  ? — It  does. 

1757.  Mly.  Knight^  Have  you  got  the  parochial  assessment  for  the  town  of 
Spalding? — The  rateable  value  is  33,467  /.,  according  to  the  last  rate. 

1758.  I  find  in  1843  it  was  assessed  to  the  property  tax  at  66,868  ?.,  and  it  was 
assessed  in  1815  ^^  I7i079  '-i  ^^^  ^he  rateable  value  assessed  to  the  poor  rate  was 
then  3 1 ,000 /.,  so  that  the  real  value  appears  to  have  qtiadrupled  since  1815? — 
Yes,  it  appears  to  be  so. 

1759.  It  is  a  very  prosperous  place  ?— Yes. 

1760.  I  find  from  the  figures  you  have  given,  that  the  labourers  who  live  in 
Spalding,  and  work  in  Deeping  Fen,  carry  more  than  10,000  /.  a  year  annually 
into  Spalding  from  Deeping  Fen  ? — Yes. 

1761.  I  presume  they  spend  it  ihere,  because  there  are  no  shops  at  Deeping 
Fen  ? — No,  there  are  no  shops. 

1762.  Is  not  Spalding  the  market  town  of  Deeping  Fen? — It  is  the  market  ' 
town. 

1763.  Are  there  good  shops  there? — Very  good,  for  a  country  town. 

1 764.  To  which  most  of  the  farmers  residing  near,  go  ? — Yes. 

1765.  I  presume  they  do  a  great  deal  of  their  shopping  in  Spalding? — Yes  ; 
the  shopping  is  divided  between  Spalding  and  the  town  of  Stamford. 

1 766.  At  any  rate,  a  great  deal  of  that  immense  increase  of  wealth  at  Spalding 
must  have  been  produced  by  the  money  that  flowed  in  from  Deeping  Fen  ? — 
Undoubtedly  so. 

1767.  You  have  told  us  that  about  half  the  value  of  your  irremovable  poor 
you  attribute  to  the  poor  working  in  Deeping  Fen  ? — Yes. 

1768.  It  seems  that  they  carryin  10,200 /.  annually,  and  they  only  cost  five 
per  cent,  of  the  wages  which  they  bring  into  your  town?— Exactly. 

1769.  Then  you  must  be  great  gainers  by  it? — I  do  not  deny  that  the  trade 
of  the  town  gains. 

1770.  If  the  whole  of  that  money,  which  was  so  spent  in  Spalding,  had  been 
spent  elsewhere,  you  would  not  have  increased  in  value  so  fast  as  you  have  ? — 
Of  couree  not. 
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Mf.  a.  Maplek         177  J .  Uuder  those  circumstances,  you  cannot  have  suffered  much  by  it  ? — Yes, 

— I  think  we  have,  because  that  money  gets  into  very  few  hands;  it  does  not  reach 

15  June  i860,     uje,  for  instance,  and  I  have  a  very  heavy  amount  of  rates  to  pay. 

1772.  Chairman.']  The  annual  value  is  \ery  much  produced  by  the  produc 
tiveness  of  the  soil  ? — It  is. 

1773-  That  is  occasioned  hy  the  readiness  with  which  they  get  labour  from 
Spalduig  ? — No,  not  entirely  ;  the  labourers  come  from  the  other  side  as  well ;. 
from  the  Deeping  side,     'i  here  is  a  small  market  town  called  Deeping. 

177.^;.  It  would  be  a  great  injury  to  tlie  small  occupiers,  if  they  did  not  get 
labour: — If  they  did  not  get  it,  they  must  import  the  labourers,  or  allow  die 
district  to  grow  wild. 

1775.  Mv.  KnigkL]  It  is  not  absolute  injury  of  which  you  complain? — It  is 
not  injury,  when  you  take  your  view  of  it,  that  all  this  money  is  spent  in  the 
town.     There  is  some  benefit  to  the  town  unquestionably  from  that. 

1776.  I  presume  the  land  increases  in  value  all  round  Spalding,  does  it  not, 
from  the  money  that  is  spent  in  Spalding? — Yes;  I  think  the  railway  has  done  as 
mu(  h  for  that  as  anything.  Much  of  it  is  converted  into  garden  ground.  Many 
of  the  vegetables  come  to  London. 

1777.  Chairman.]  Is  it  a  large  market? — Yes. 

1778.  Mr.  Maguire.]  When  there  is  a  falling  off  in  the  labour  at  Deeping  Fen, 
it  does  not  contribute  anything  towards  the  poor  rate  ? — No,  but  contrariwise. 

1779.  Mr.  Knight.]  1  think  you  have  staled  that  the  burthen  is  about  500 /• 
^ear,  and  the  amount  spent  in  Spalding  in  that  way  is  about  10,000/.  a  year? 
Yes. 

1780.  Mr.  Maguire.]  Are  not  your  irremovable  poor  increasing? — Yes. 

1781.  Are  they  not  likely  to  increase  still  further? — They  have  increased  a 
great  deal. 

1782.  Are  ihey  not  likely  to  increase  still  further  from  the  crowding  into 
Spalding  of  agricultural  labourers  from  the  other  districts? — Yes. 

1783.  Therefore  vour  burthen  must  increase  if  things  remain  as  they  are  ? 
— Ye£. 

1784.  Has  not  the  value  of  Deeping  Fen  increased,  as  well  as  the  value  of 
Spalding? — Very  much. 

1785.  Chairman.]  Do  you  know  what  the  land  in  Deeping  Fen  is  let  at  per 
acre? — I  think  the  average  is  two  guineas  per  acre;  that  is  about  the  average  of 
those  farms  I  have  to  deal  with. 

1 786.  Do  you  know  whether  that  is  an  increase  of  late  years? — Yes. 

1787.  The  value  of  property  in  that  part  of  the  world  lias  increased  very  much 
within  your  recollection  ? — Very  much  within  my  recollection,  from  the  great 
drainage  which  has  been  going  on. 

1788>  Sir  fV.  Miles.]  Since  that  drainage  has  been  peiformed  the  value  has 
not  much  increased,  except  garden  ground  for  Spalding. — All  the  increase  has 
taken  place  in  the  last  thirty  years. 

1789.  Mr.  Barrow.]  What  is  the  total  annual  amount  of  charges  for  the  me- 
movable  poor  in  the  Spalding  Union  ? — The  last  year  it  was  664?.  out-door,  and 
369  /.  in-door. 

1790.  That  is  upon  a  rental  of  how  much? — Upon  nearly  200,000  /. 

1791.  Sir  W.  Aliles.]  What  is  the  greatest  distance  that  these  labourers  from 
Spalding  go  to  work? — I  think  about  six  miles.  Some  of  the  farmers  have 
employed  light  carts  and  spring  waggons  to  fetch  them,  in  the  very  busy  time, 
and  to  tdke  them  home  again  at  night. 

1792.  Chairman.]  Has  the  old  practice  of  living  in  farm  houses  changed 
altogether?— No,  I  think  not. 

1793.  If  that  is  the  practice,  they  need  not  go  to  Spalding  for  labour? — ^Tliey 
do  not  care  about  letting  men  into  their  houses  now,  inasmuch  as  the  settlement 
by  hiring  and  service,  is  done  away  with.  There  are  no  more  houses,  therefore 
they  cannot  accommodate  any  more.  They,  take  them  in  as  far  as  they  can 
accommodate  them,  but  thev  do  not  increase  the  number  of  houses. 

1794.  Have  you  observed  in  late  years  an  increasing  demand  for  labour,  arising 
from  the  scarcity  of  it? — ^Tliere  is  a  considerable  increase  in  the  demand  for 
labour  unquestionably. 

1795.  That  does  not  make  any  difference  in  the  habit  of  the  farmers  taking 
their  servants  by  the  year,  and  keeping  them  in  the  house  ? — No. 

1706.  It 
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1796.  It  used  to  be  much  more  the  practice  that  they  had  labourers  in  the  Mr.  jL.M9pk8. 
house? — I  do  not  think  so  in  our  part  of  the  world.  ~«-__ 

1797.  Was  it  not  the  abuse  in  the  administration  of  the   poor  law  that  led  15  June  1660. 
them  to  discontinue  that  practice,  and  led  them  to  take  labourers  from  the  parish? 

— Yes, 

1798.  Mr,  Barrow.]  Have  you  many  removals  from  Spalding? — Very  few; 
10  or  12  in  the  year  is  about  the  extreme. 

1799.  Mr.  Knight.]  Is  there  not  a  good  deal  of  ague  in  the  Fen?~It  has 
returned  again.  We  have  been  nearly  free  from  it  for  a  vast  number  of  years, 
btit  this  year  it  has  returned,  and  we  attribute  it  to  this  peculiar  season. 

1800.  Spalding  is  a  much  healthier  place  to  live  in  than  it  formerly  used  to 
be  ;  was  it  not  a  very  aguish  place  indeed?— Very  much  so. 

1801.  Mr.  Barrow.]  Was  that  one  of  the  reasons  why  they  did  not  build 
more  houses  there? — No;  the  small  value  of  the  land,  I  think,  is  the  principal 
reason. 

1802.  In  what  district  is  the  town  of  Deeping? — In  the  Bourn  Union. 

1803.  Would  not  the  Bourn  Union  think  themselves  entitled  to  claim  a 
share  of  this  benefit? — It  is  more  inconvenient  to  get  at;  the  river  Glen  divides 
them  from  the  town  of  Bourn. 

1804.  Mr.  Maguire.]  If  the  ague  becomes  again  generally  prevalent,  of  course 
you  will  suffer  more? — Unquestionably  so ;  we  shall  have  a  larger  burliien  upon 
the  rates. 

1 805.  And  therefore,  when  the  labourers  are  able  to  work  only  for  a  shorter 
time,  they  will  be  thrown  in  a  shorter  time  on  your  parish  to  support  ? — Un- 
doubtedly. 

1806.  Mr  Knight]  Yours  is  generally  a  very  lightly  rated  district,  is  it  not? 
I  think,  generally  speaking,  it  is. 

1807.  Have  the  rates  in  Spalding,  within  the  last  if,  or  20  years,  been  increas- 
ing or  decreasing? — The  poor  rate  has  decreased  materially  since  the  first  intro- 
duction of  the  poor  law  in  1834. 

i8o8.  Has  it  very  much  decreased? — Very  much. 

1809.  Chairman.]  Canyon  give  the  amount  that  was  charged  to  the  settled 
poor  in  the  Spalding  Union  ? — I  can  go  back  10  or  11  years  ;  for  the  year  ending 
Lady-day  1851,  the  out-door  relief  ^^as  2,690/.,  and  the  in-door  1,380. 

1810.  That  is  exclusively  settled  poor? — Yes;  for  1852,  it  was  2,313/,  out- 
door ;  1,375  /.  in-door.  In  1853,  ^^  ^^^  2,135  /.  out-door  ;  1,271  /.  in-door.  In 
1854,  it  was  1,927/.  out-door;  1,478/.  in-door.  In  1855,  it  was  2,424/.  out- 
door; 1,763/.  in-door.  In  1856,  it  was  2,471/.  out-door;  1,418  in-door.  In 
1857,  it  ^as  2,510/.  out-door;  1,323/,  in-door.  In  1858,  it  was  2,526/.  out- 
door ;  1,258/.  in-door.  In  1859,  '^  ^^^  2,220/.  out-door;  1,167  in-door.  In 
the  year  ending  Lady-day  i860,  it  was  2,033  /.  out-door;  1,096  /.  in-door. 

1811.  According  to  that  the  settled  poor  have  been  costing  less  latterly  than 
tefore  ? — ^Yes ;  in  the  last  year  the  out-door  is  200  /.  less,  and  the  in-door  nearly 
100 /.less. 

i8i2.  Do  you  ascribe  that  to  the  reduced  number  of  paupers  ? — No,  I  should 
think  it  was  a  less  season  of  sickness,  or  there  was  a  greater  demand  for  labour 
during  the  year. 

1813.  Can  you  say  that  there  is  an  increasing  number  of  irremovable  poor 
Mrhen  you  compare  them  with  the  settled  poor  of  former  years  ? — I  think 
there  is. 

1814.  That  is  to  say,  the  charge  for  the  irremovable  poor  is  increasing? — 
Tes. 

1815.  Sir  E.  Grogan.]  Is  it  an  annual  increase? — No,  it  varies. 

1816.  Of  course  there  is  a  greater  increase  than  when  the  Irremovable  Act 
first  came  into  operation  r — It  has  progressively  increased. 

1817.  Mr.  Knight.]  I  find  that  within  the  last  10  years  there  has  been  a  pro- 
gressive decrease  in  the  general  rates  of  the  union  ? — I  think  there  has  been  a 
progressive  decrease  in  the  rate  generally. 

1818.  Sir  W.  Miles.]  You  have  been  kind  enough  to  give  the  charge  of  the 
settled  poor  for  10  years;  can  you  give  the  charge  for  the  irremovable  poor  for 
the  same  period? — ^Ves;  the  out-door  in  1851  was  547/.,  the  in-door  336/.  In 
1 852,  the  out-door  was  571  /•,  the  in-door  41  o  /.  In  1 853,  the  out^door  was  599  /., 
the  in-door  322  /.  In  1854  the  out-door  was  603  /.,  the  in-door  359  L  In  1855  the 
out-door  was  770/.,  the  in-door  284/.     In   1856  the  out-door  was  702/.,  the 
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Mr.  A.  Maples,     in-door  210  /.     In  1 857  the  out-door  was  701  /.,  the  in-door  219  /.    In  1 858  the 

out-door  was  731  /.,  the  in-door  233  /.     In  1859  ^^e  out-door  was  695  /.,  the  in- 

15  June  i860,     door  306 1     In  1 860  the  out-door  was  664  /.,  the  in-door  369  /. 

1818*.  Sir  IV.  Miles.']  Can  you  give  the  total  amount  expended  in  the  relief 
of  the  poor  of  all  classes  in  the  Spalding  Union  during  the  year  previous  to  the 
passing  of  the  *' Irremovable  Act "?— For  out-door  relief  4,301 /. ;  for  in-door 
relief,  1,979/. 

1819.  Chairman.']  That  has  fallen  like  the  other? — In  the  last  two  years  the 
out-door  has  decreased,  but  the  in-door  has  increased. 

1820.  Sir  jE.  Grogan.]  What  extent  of  accommodation  does  your  poor-house 
afford  ? — About  400. 

1821.  Is  it  full  ?— No,  nor  half  full. 

1822.  With  regard  to  the  out-door  poor,  do  you  generally  give  them  the  test 
of  the  poor-house?— Always,  when  it  is  proper;  we  give  no  illegal  relief.  We 
do  not  evade  the  law  ;  we  apply  the  law  rather  rigidly. 

1 823.  Do  you  find  the  number  of  in-door  poor  to  be  on  the  increase  ? — ^The  last 
two  years  it  appears  to  have  been  so. 

1 824.  How  do  you  account  for  that  ? — I  think  it  must  be  owing  to  the  rules  of 
the  Poor  Law  Board. 

1825.  Do  you  apply  the  test  of  the  poor-house  more  rigidly  than  formerly? — 
I  think  that  must  be  it. 

1826.  Sir  W.  Miles.]  Have  you  thought  upon  what  effect  it  would  have  upon 
Spalding  if  this  Committee  were  to  recommend  the  House  of  Commons  to  make 
the  period  of  irremovability  three  years  instead  of  five  years  ? — I  think  it  would 
increase  the  number  of  irremovable  poor. 

1827.  And  at  the  same  time  considerably  increase  your  charges,  would  it  not? 
— Yes,  of  course  it  would. 

1828.  Do  you  find  that  persons  who  labour  in  the  fens  and  come  to  live  in 
Spalding,  try  very  hard  to  get  an  irremovable  settlement? — ^Yes,  I  think  they  do. 

1829.  And  the  consequence  is,  that  that  keeps  them  for  a  certain  time  off  the 
rates  ? — It  does  so.  I  believe  they  straggle  through  great  hardships  to  get  over 
that  difficulty. 

1830.  Do  you  find  that,  once  having  got  that  irremovability,  there  is  a  great 
disinclination  to  change  their  residence? — They  vvill  not  do  it. 

1831.  Mr.  Knight]  They  are  confined  to  the  parish,  in  fact?— Yes,  they  will 
not  go  out  of  the  parish  if  they  can  possibly  avoid  it. 

1832.  Sir  E.  Grogan.]  The  privations  must  be  very  great  which  the  paupers 
subject  themselves  to  in  order  not  to  be  chargeable  during  the  five  years?— It 
must  be  a  hardship  upon  them  during  the  time. 

1833.  Is  it  within  yonr  knowledge  that  they  have  so  suffered,  rather  than 
become  chargeable  and  liable  to  be  removed  ? — Yes  ;  I  think  I  can  find  cases  in 
our  books. 

1834.  Do  you  find  that  the  pauper  having  once  acquired  the  right  of  irremo- 
vability, by  confining  himself  to  a  particular  district,  is  injurious  to  the  ratepayers? 
— Yes ;  it  is  injurious  in  increasing  the  charges  to  them. 

^835.  Therefore,  if  they  had  the  union  settlement  instead  of  the  parish  settle- 
ment, it  would  very  much  reduce  your  objection  ? — Yes. 

1 836.  Chairman.]  Do  you  think  that  the  poor  calculate  much  on  removal  when 
they  come  into  a  parish  ? — I  do  not  think  when  they  first  come  in  that  they  do, 
but  they  afterwards  think  about  it ;  they  struggle  hard  against  being  removed  at 
any  time. 

1 837.  You  do  not  think  that  the  poor  are  willing  or  ready  to  go  upon  the 
parish  if  they  can  avoid  it? — I  am  afraid  many  do  not  care  about  it. 

1838.  Do  you  think  they  do  as  much  as  they  did  in  former  times? — Not  so 
much  as  in  former  times ;  they  do  not  like  the  discipline  of  the  workhouse. 

1 839.  Sir  JV,  Miles.]  That  is  a  very  good  test,  is  it  not  ? — It  is  a  very  good 
test. 

1 839.  Chairman.]  Do  you  attach  much  importance  to  the  power  of  removal  ? 
— No  ;  I  do  not. 

1841.  Have  you  ever  heard  or  observed  whether  the  poor,  who  can  be  removed, 
are  more  careful  than  those  who  are  settled  in  a  parish ;  do  you  think  that  the 
possibility  of  their  being  removed  exercises  any  influence  upon  them?— I  think  it 
influences  them  to  struggle  hard  against  various  troubles  and  privations  to  prevent 
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their  being  removed ;  I  think  they  very  often  go  through  great  hardships  rather     ^^^  ^'  Maples. 
than  be  removed. 

1 842.  Mr.  Knight.]  Would  it  not  benefit  the  poor  to  give  them  an  easier  mode       '^  "^^^^  *^^^- 
of  obtaining  a  settlement  r — I  think  it  would  benefit  them. 

1843.  Do  you  think  it  would  be  any  great  injury  to  the  ratepayers  ? — ^It  would 
operate  in  all  parts  of  the  country  alike ;  we  should  not  have  our  poor  people 
brought  home  again  who  were  taken  away  from  us,  therefore,  if  we  got  some  who 
did  not  belong  to  us,  we  should  have  got  rid  of  others. 

1844.  You  think  it  would  benefit  the  poor  and  not  be  an  injury  to  the  parish? 
—That  is  my  opinion. 

1845.  Chairman.']  Is  there  any  return  of  the  numbers  of  non-settled  poor  in 
Spalding  Union,  and  of  those  who  are  irremovable  ? — ^The  non-settled  poor 
accounts  would  show  that. 

1846.  Do  you  think  it  is  anything  like  the  same  as  those  who  had  become 
irremovable  in  Spalding  ? — No,  I  do  not  think  it  is  ;  our  non-settled  poor 
accounts  are  very  small. 

1 847.  In  fact  the  wages  are  too  good  for  them  to  leave  ? — Yes. 

1848.  I  understood  you  to  say,  that  within  the  last  few  years  there  has  been  a 
scarcity  of  labour  in  Spalding? — There  is  a  scarcity  of  labour. 

1849.  And  that  you  could  not  get  in  the  harvest  without  what  you  call  extra- 
neous labour  ? — Most  certainly  not. 

1850.  You  have  perceived  a  great  falling  off  in  the  Irish  ;  do  you  attribute  that 
partly  to  emigration  to  another  country  ? — I  heard  the  farmers  speak  of  it ;  I  do 
not  know  that  fact  of  my  own  personal  knowledge.  Every  year  a  number  of 
men  come  from  the  southern  counties.  Our  harvest  is  a  little  later  than  theirs. 
They  have  done  harvesting  about  this  part  of  the  country,  and  the  men  then 
work  down  to  the  north. 

1851.  How  do  your  labourers  get  employed  in  the  winter? — There  are  various 
farming  operations  to  be  performed. 

1852.  Then,  if  you  have  to  apprehend  anything  it  is  from  having  too  few 
labourers,  and  not  too  many  ? — I  think  so,  except  iu  winter. 

^^53*  You  cannot  be  under  any  apprehension  of  a  great  increase  of  paupers 
from  a  change  in  the  law  ? — No,  I  do  not  think  we  should  be. 

1854.  If  a  change  in  the  law  would  enable  people  to  come  more  freely  into 
your  district,  would  it  not  be  an  advantage  to  you  to  have  more  people  in  your 
district  than  there  are  now  ? — It  would. 

1855.  Sir  W.  Miles.]  Would  it  be  an  advantage  to  the  labourer? — It  would  be 
an  advantage  to  the  labourer  not  to  be  irremovable. 

1856.  Looking  at  the  rale  of  wages  in  your  county,  and  comparing  it  with 
other  counties,  is  it  not  much  higher,  generally  speaking,  than  the  common  rate  of 
wages?— The  wages  of  our  district  are  considerably  higher  than  most  districts. 

1857.  Is  not  that  a  means  of  bringing  labourers  to  work  in  your  parish  ?— Very 
much  so. 

1858.  Will  not  that  be  the  case  as  long  as  your  wages  continue  to  be  higher 
than  the  wages  of  other  counties? — ^No  doubt. 

1 859.  Mr.  Barrow,]  You  have  stated  that  you  do  not  think  converting  irre- 
movability into  settlement,  would  make  a  serious  difference  to  the  ratepayers ; 
but  if  that  irremovability  were  converted  into  a  parochial  settlement,  would  not 
the  charge  upon  the  parishes  in  which  irremovability  had  taken  place  fall  very 
heavy  on  Spalding,  and  very  lightly  on  the  rural  parishes  r — Yes,  it  would. 

i860.  Then  I  suppose  Spalding  would  rather  object  to  that? — I  think  they 
would,  undoubtedly.  " 

1861.  Sir  E.  Grogan.]  Are  you  able  to  form  any  opinion  in  what  period  of 
their  residence  paupers  generally  become  chargeable? — I  think  it  generally 
happens  early  with  them. 

1862.  In  the  second  or  third  year? — Yes;  they  have  got  houses  to  find,  and 
various  difiiculties  to  encounter  in  the  early  part  of  their  residence;  when  they 
have  got  over  those,  I  think  they  are  pretty  well  settled. 

1 863.  After  they  have  got  over  the  third  year,  they  seldom  come  upon  the 
rates? — No,  except  from  illness  or  accident. 

1864.  Under  ordinary  circumstances  they  would  not? — No. 

1865.  Would  not  that  bean  argument  to  show  that  the  period  might  be  reduced 
from  five  years  to  three  years  with  comparative  safety? — It  would. 

0.95.  N  3  1866.  Mr. 
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Mr.  A.  Mapta.         ^  ggg    ^j.^  Barrtm.']  How  do  you  account  for  your  assessment  in  the  parish  of 
J  ttc  i860      Spalding  being  about  half  the  property  tax  ? — I  think  there  must  be  some  error 
*     in  the  printing  of  the  figures  ;  I  do  not  think  it  can  be  correct ;  perhaps  that  return 
comprises  some  other  description  of  property. 

1 867.  Mr.  DotUon.']  Is  there  a  railway  to  Spalding  ? — ^It  is  on  the  loop  line 
of  the  Great  Northern  Railway. 

1 868.  Is  there  a  station  at  Spalding? — Yes;  it  is  a  place  of  considerable  busi- 
ness ;  and  it  is  a  small  shipping  port ;  we  have  small  foreign  vessels  come  up. 

1869.  Does  that  in  any  way  account  for  the  di£Perence  between  the  amount 
paid  to  the  property  tax  and  the  rateable  value? — No,  I  think  not ;  for  I  know 
that  the  railway  and  its  premises,  which  are  extensive,  arc  brought  into  charge 
with  the  rest  of  the  property. 

1870.  Mt.  Knight.']  Do  you  think  that  one-third  of  the  irremovable  poor  of 
the  union  live  in  Spalding? — I  think  much  more.  I  have  got  the  two  relief 
districts  separate.     I  find  it  is  something  like  three^fourths. 

1871.  Chairman.']  Is  there  any  property  in  the  Spalding  Union  which  is 
assessed  to  the  properly  tax,  that  is  not  assessed  to  the  poor  rate  ? — I  am  not 
aware  of  a  single  foot  of  land  or  building  in  the  parish  which  is  not  within  the 
poor  rate. 

1872.  Is  the  railway  assessed  to  the  poor  rate? — Yes.  I  am  not  aware  of  one 
atom  of  property  that  is  left  out  of  the  poor  rates. 

1873.  Do  you  know  what  the  estimated  rental  is? — ^For  the  county  rate  it 
is  in  Spalding  32,566  I. 

1874.  Sir  W.  Miles.]  Have  you  ever  taken  any  interest  in  making  a  poor  rate? 
— I  have  often  been  professionally  concerned  for  the  parish  officers,  and  being 
clerk  to  the  magistrates  too,  at  Spalding,  I  see  every  rate,  and  sometimes  on 
appeals. 

1 875.  You  can  tell  me  the  difference  between  the  rateable  value  and  the  gross 
annual  value  in  your  part  of  the  country,  and  how  those  are  determined  ? — I  was 
looking  at  the  Spalding  rate  only  yesterday,  and  I  find  they  have  not  cast  up  the 
gross  estimated  rental.     I  will  send  it  [37,747  /.]• 

1 876.  Chairman.]  What  is  deducted  for  the  rateable  value  from  the  gross  esti- 
mated rental  ? — I  think  they  deduct  something  like  one-fifth.  There  have  been 
in  our  country  many  drainage  rates  which  are  necessary  deductions  to  keep  up 
the  value  of  the  property. 

1877.  The  rateable  value  is  generally  one-fifth  less  than  the  estimated  rental? 
-Yes. 
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MartU,  19*  die  Jum,  1860. 


Mr.  Ayrton. 
Mr.  Barrow. 
Mr.  Beecroft. 
Mr.  Dodgon. 
Mr.  Knight. 


MEftlDBRS    PRESENT. 


Mr.  H,  Herbert* 
Mr.  Lockhart. 
Sir  W.  Miles. 
Mr.  ViUiers. 


The  Right  Honourable  C.  P.  VILLIERS,  in  the  Chair. 


Mr.  Bejgamin  Goodman  Chamberlain,  called  in ;  and  Examined. 


Mr. 


1878.  Chairman.]  YOU  are  Clerk  to  the  Board  of  Guardians  of  the  Leicester  B.O.  Chamberlain. 
Union  ? — Yes.  

1879.  Have  you  been  so  for  some  years  ? — For  16  i  years.  *9  June  i860. 

1880.  That  was  before  the  time  of  this  Irremovable  Act  ? — Yes,  three  or  four 
years  previously.  I  had  been  a  guardian  four  years  previously  to  my  appoint- 
ment as  cierk. 

1881 .  Then  you  have  had  ample  opportunity  of  observing  the  operation  of  this 
Act  ? — I  have. 

1882.  Is  it  your  opinion  that  it  is  attended  with  advantage?— It  is  not  attended 
with  advantage  pecuniarily  to  the  parishes ;  I  am  inclined  to  think  that  it  is 
attended  with  some  slight  advantage  to  the  poor  themselves* 

1883.  How  many  parishes  are  there  in  the  Leicester  Union? — ^We  have  eight 
parishes  comprising  the  whole  borough,  and  iHe  population  of  the  last  census,  in 
round  numbers,  was  60,000. 

1884.  Has  the  charge  for  the  poor  increased  since  this  Act  has  been  enforced  ? 
— I  have  brought  a  table  which  will  show  the  average  amount  for  poor  rates  for 
the  five  years  previous  to  the  passing  of  this  Act,  and  the  five  years  immediately 

after.     We  could  not  apply  the  workhouse  test  to  the  people  during  the  whole     Vide  Appendix, 
of  those  years. 

1885.  You  have  got  an  account  also  of  the  charge  of  poor  persons  to  the  pre- 
sent time  ? — Yes  ;  we  send  an  annual  return  to  the  Poor  Law  Board  every  year. 

1 886.  Do  you  state,  generally,  that  in  consequence  of  this  Act,  the  charge  for 
the  poor  has  been  annually  increasing  ? — I  think  not  of  late  years  ;  the  poor  rate 
has  been  decreasing  with  us  for  some  years  past. 

1887.  Mr.  Beecroft.]  Has  the  trade  of  Leicester  improved? — Yes;  and  I 
apprehend  the  guardians  administer  the  law  rather  more  efficiently. 

1888.  Mr.  Dodson.]  Are  the  eiffht  parishes  comprised  in  your  union  all  town 
parishes  ? — ^They  are  exclusively  all  town  parishes. 

1889.  Chairman.]  Then  it  is  Leicester,  and  the  surrounding  parishes? — No; 
there  are  eight  parishes  within  the  borough. 

1890.  I  suppose  the  reason  why  the  charge  Increased,  for  the  first  year  or  two 
after  this  Act  came  into  force,  was  that  it  had  a  retrospective  effect  ? — Decidedly 
so. 

1891.  And  that  every  person  who  lived  there  five  years  became,  at  once,  irre- 
movable r — Yes ;  we  had  a  very  large  proportion  of  paupers  living  in  Leicester,  who 
had  been  relieved  by  the  settkment  parishes  up  to  the  time  of  the  passing  of  that 
Act,  who  were  at  once  banded  over  to  us,  and  who  were  almost  all  infirm  persons 
and  incapable  of  doisg  anything. 

1892.  The  charge  was  at  once  transferred  from  the  settlement  parishes  to  the 
Leicester  Union  f—Yes. 

1893.  The  same  thing  occurred  with  respect  to  your  own  poor,  who  were 
residing  in  other  parishes  ? — Yes,  we  gained  a  small  advantage  in  that,  but  the 
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Mr.  large  towns  have  always  the   largest   number  of  non-seltled  poor  residinff  in 

B.G. Chamberlain,  them. 

1894.  I  suppose  there  is  plenty  of  work  in   Leicester,  and  that  attracts  the 
19  June  i860,      people  from  the  rural  parishes? — No  doubt  that  has  been  it;  the  table  which  I 

have  put  in,  is  drawn  to  show  the  amount  of  poor-rates  annually  levied  in  each  of 
the  parishes  for  five  years,  and  also  to  show  what  the  average  in  the  pound  would 
have  amounted  to  for  the  whole  union  during  the  same  period. 

1895.  Do  you  mean  upon  the  value  of  the  property  ? — Yes;  the  rate  is  levied 
at  so  much  in  the  pound  on  the  value  of  property. 

1896.  Sir  W.  Miles.]  Will  you  state  what  was  the  average  of  the  first  five 
years,  and  then  the  average  of  the  second  five  years  ? — The  average  of  the  first 
five  years  would  be  about  4*.  6rf.,  and  the  average  of  the  last  five  years  would  be 
about  55.  2d. 

1897.  Making  a  difference  of  8 d.  in  the  pound? — ^Yes  ;  on  the  whole  of  the 
borough. 

1 898.  Chairman.]  You  ascribe  that  increase  in  the  charge  of  the  poor,  chiefly 
to  the  irremovability  of  the  non-setfled  poor  ? — I  think  so ;  I  think  it  was  chiefly 
that. 

1899.  Have  you  ever  examined  into  the  matter,  so  as  to  ascertain  that  that 
was  the  fact? — Yes;  I  have  ascertained  that  in  the  year  ending  Michaelmas  1845, 
we  received  from  other  parishes  2,015/.  iSs.  5d.  for  poor  resident  with  us,  and 
we  paid,  at  the  same  time,  511  /.  14^. 

1 900.  For  your  poor,  settled  in  Leicester,  and  resident  elsewhere  ? — Yes,  that 
was  the  balance  in  our  favour,  of  1,500  I.  in  round  numbers.  In  the  year  after 
the  passing  of  the  Removal  Act,  we  received  only  353  Z.,  and  paid  away  291  /.  ; 
so  that  the  balance  in  our  favour  then  was  61  /.  gs.  2  rf.,  in  place  of  1,500/. 

1901.  Sir  W.  Miles.]  That  was  the  first  Irremovable  Act? — Yes. 

J  902.  Now,  will  you  give  the  five  years  after  that  ? — At  that  time,  our  receipts 
were  414  /.,  and  our  payments  1 19  /. ;  so  that  the  balance  in  our  favour  was  295  /., 
as  against  61  /.  preceding. 

1903*  Chairman.']  You  still  continue  to  receive  money  from  the  places  where 
the  poor  were  settled  r  —Yes  ;  we  do  at  this  time. 

1 904.  Can  you  proceed  to  state  what  has  been  the  charge  which  the  irremovable 
poor  have  brought  on  the  place  siace  1851  ? — In  the  year  ending  Lady-day  1852, 
the  relief  to  the  settled  poor  was  7,091  /. 

1905.  That  is  your  own  poor? — Yes.  To  the  irremovable  poor  resident  at 
Leicester,  during  the  same  period,  4,206  /.  That  proportion,  I  think,  has  remained 
pretty  much  the  same  up  to  this  time. 

1906.  Now,  give  the  last  year? — The  last  year  that  is.  Lady-day  1859,  was 
7,935  /.  for  the  settled  poor,  and  4335  /.  for  the  irremovable  poor,  which  is  rather 
more  than  one-third  of  the  total  charge. 

1907.  Mr.  Barrow.]  What  is  the  earliest  year  during  which  you  can  give 
the  sum  paid  to  irremovable  poor  ? — The  first  year  is  the  year  ending  Lady- 
day  1852.     That  is  the  first  year  in  which  one  is  separated  from  the  other. 

1 908.  Do  you  know  where  these  irremovable  poor  come  from  ? — From  all  parts 
of  the  country ;  chiefly  the  villages  in  our  own  immediate  neighbourhood. 

1909.  Were  they  agricultural? — Partly  agricultural  and  partly  manufacturing. 

1910.  Chairman.]  Then,  in  fact,  this  law  has  been  a  great  relief  to  these  sur- 
rounding  villages? — Probably  so. 

191 1.  But  you  would  have  removed  them,  if  they  had  become  chargeable  ? — 
We  had  very  few  removals  before  the  passing  of  that  Act. 

1912.  Why  had  you  few  removals? — Because  we  chiefly  did  it  by  arrange- 
ment ;  we  did  not  spend  any  money  in  law.  If  we  could  not  make  the  settlement 
clear,  we  relieved  ihem. 

1913.  Therefore  this  Act  has  not  been  much  saving  to  you  in  that  respect? — I 
do  not  think  it  has  saved  us  at  all.  At  that  time  the  question  would  present 
itself  in  this  form ;  if  the  person  was  not  likely  to  require  relief  very  long,  it  then 
became  a  question  whether  it  was  not  cheaper  to  give  relief^  than  to  take  out  an 
order  for  removal ;  but  if  the  person  was  removable,  and  was  likely  to  be  perma- 
nently unfitted  to  maintain  himself,  then-  the  law  was  put  in  force  to  remove  him. 

1914.  What  was  it  that  influenced  you  before,  when  you  did  not  choose  to 
remove  them,  because  there  was  no  redundancy  of  labour  in  Leicester? — We 

could 
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could  not  ask  the  magistrates  to  treat  them  under  the  vagrant  Act,  for  returning  Mr. 

after  being  removed,  and  we,  therefore,  persuaded  the  parishes,  in  which  their  B.  G.  Chamberlain. 
settlements  were,  to  allow  us  to  relieve  ihem  on  their  account.  '  ' 

1915.  You  discontinued  the  system  of  removal  on  account  of  the  expense;  you      ^9  June  iSGo. 
found  they  came  back,  and  you  did  not  choose  to  enforce  the  law  which  entitled 

them  to  be  treated  as  vagrants  ? — Yes. 

1916.  You  now  say,  whenever  you  have  the  opportunity,  you  remove  the 
paupers? — ^Yes;  the  overseers  now  almost  invariably  remove,  in  order  to  effect  a 
breach  in  the  residence. 

1917.  Have  you  got  any  account  of  the  number  of  removals  in  the  course  of  a 
year  that  take  place  in  Leicester  ? — I  have  not ;  I  have  made  an  annual  return  to 
Parliament,  which  I  think  was  ordered  on  the  motion  of  Mr.  Packe.  They  are 
very  small,  I  should  say,  not  exceeding  thirty  in  the  year. 

1918.  We  may  infer  from  that,  that  there  arenot  many  who  become  chargeable  ? 
— I  am  happy  to  say  that  we  have  had  very  few  applicants  for  relief  within  the 
last  two  or  three  years. 

1919.  Tliere  is  plenty  of  employment  r — Plenty  ;  and  the  poor  generally  do  not 
like  the  kind  of  relief  which  we  offer  them. 

1920.  If  there%was  any  suspension  of  trade,  which  was  temporary  in  its 
nature,  and  many  people  became  chargeable  in  consequence,  who  might  be 
removed,  would  you  then  advise  a  removal  ? — If  it  was  a  temporary  suspension, 
I  should  say  decidedly  not. 

1921.  The  expenses  of  removal,  which  are  considerable,  fall  on  the  removing 
parish  ? — Yes  ;  and  then  there  is  the  chance  of  law-suits  behind  it. 

1922.  Do  I  collect,  from  what  you  say,  that  you  attach  some  importance  to 
the  retaining  the  power  of  removal  ? — That  is  a  question  I  am  hardly  prepared  to 
give  an  opinion  upon,  because  there  is  so  much  that  is  connected  with  it.  I 
think  it  would  be  scarcely  wise  to  abolish  the  law  of  settlement,  because  I  am 
afraid  that  it  would  do  away  with  the  individual  interest  that  the  guardians  have 
in  looking  after  their  own  affairs. 

1923.  You  are  not  disposed  to  exercise  this  power  at  present;  you  arenot 
afraid  of  the  increase  of  irremovable  poor  ? — Not  at  all. 

1924.  Who  is  it  that  watches  the  period  of  residence  in  order  to  cause  a 
breach  ;  because  that  looks  a  little  like  a  system  ? — When  the  relieving  oflScer  is  first 
applied  to,  he  makes  inquiry  as  to  how  long  the  parties  have  resided  within  the 
parish  ;  and  if  he  finds  that  they  have  not  resided  the  time  required  by  the  Act, 
he  gives  notice  to  the  overseers  that  such  a  person  in  that  parish  is  removable ; 
then  it  becomes  the  duty  of  the  overseers  to  inquire  into  the  matter,  and  act  as 
they  think  proper  in  the  case. 

1925.  You  do  not  think  that  there  are  orders  given  to  the  overseers  to  watch 
the  people  residing  in  the  union,  who  are  not  settled  there,  in  order  to  induce 
them  to  make  breaches  in  the  period  of  residence  ? — Not  at  all ;  1  never  knew 
of  an  instance  of  that  kind. 

1926.  In  fact,  you  say  there  is  no  apprehension  of  any  great  increase  of  poor 
in  Leicester,  now?— I  think  not. 

1927.  Sir  W.  Miles.']  If  you  were  to  do  away  with  the  law  of  settlement  and 
removal,  would  not  Leicester,  in  bad  times,  be  very  much  affected  by  it  ? — I  have 
had  experience  of  one  bad  time,  while  the  law  remained  in  its  unaltered  state, 
and  one  since.  We  managed  much  better,  and  with  much  less  outlay,  on  the 
last  occasion,  than  we  did  on  the  former  one. 

1928.  Chairman.']  Did  you  manage  better  by  not  removing  the  poor? — We 
scarcely  removed  any  during  that  period. 

1929.  It  is  not  your  interest  in  periods  of  distress  to  remove  all  the  poor  who 
suddenly  become  chargeable  ? — Certainly  not. 

1930.  Sir  /F.  Miles.]  Is  the  reason  why  you  do  not  consider  it  worth  while, 
from  a  calculation  of  the  expenses  of  removal  ? — The  expenses  formed,  one 
element  in  the  calculation,  and  I  believe  it  is  from  a  feeling  towards  the  poor 
themselves  that  it  is  unkind,  because  circumstances  have  deprived  them  of  their 
work,  that  they  should  be  virtually  transported  from  the  place. 

1931.  When  trade  revives,  T  suppose  you  want  the  hands  again  ? — No  doubt, 
they  are  wanted  back. 

1932.  Mr.  Beecroft.]  You  want  the  assistance  of  those  men,  who  are  brought 
up  to  a  particular  trade  ? — The  Board  of  Guardians  do  not  enter  into  that  part 
of  the  question. 
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Mr.  ^933*  Bat  you  have  particular  trades  at  Leicester  which  require  certain  kiods 

BG.Chamhtrlam.  of  artisans  to  follow  them  ?--Yes. 

1934.  Sir   W.  Miles.']   At  these  two    periods    of  distress   you   adopted    two 

19  June  i860,      different  systems  ?— We  did. 

1935.  Can  you  by  referring  to  any  document,  state  what  was  the  system  you 
adopted  in  the  tirst  period  of  distress,  and  what  were  the  effects  of  it  upon  the 
poor  rate? — The  first  of  those  panic  years  was  the  winter  of  1847-8.  The 
number  of  paupers  we  relieved  during  the  half  year  ending  Lady-day  1848,  was 
1,124  in  the  workhouse,  and  18,518  out  of  it,  which  was*  rather  more  them  one- 
third  of  the  then  population. 

1936.  Can  you  state  what  was  the  cost? — The  cost  in  that  year  for  the  relief 
of  the  poor  was  32,014/.  The  numbers  vary  very  little  ;  in  the  half  year  ending 
Michaelmas  1 848, the  numbers  werelieved  were  3,2 15  in-door,and  i5,4640ut-door. 

1937.  That  is  the  first  period?— Yes. 

1938.  In  that  period  did  you  remove  many  persons  to  their  settlements? — 
Certainly  not. 

1939.  Mr.  Knight. ]  What  was  the  trade  that  was  stopped  then  ? — The  whole 
trade  of  the  country.  It  was  one  of  the  commercial  panics  that  paralysed  the 
whole  district.  The  trade  of  Leicester  was  then  almost  excli^sively  the  hosiery 
manufacture;  now  we  have  a  great  variety  of  other  trades,  so  that  the  probability 
is  that  we  shall  not  be  so  badly  situated  on  any  future  occasion. 

1940.  Sir  W.  Miles.]  Now  will  you  go  to  the  second  period,  which  was  exactly 
ten  years  afterwards? — ^That  was  the  year  ending  Lady  Day  1S58  ;  in  that  pres- 
sure we  relieved  in  the  workhouse  2,384  persons,  and  6,896  out  of  it. 

1941.  That  was  a  period  of  less  pressure  than  the  first? — The  commercial 
depiession  was  quite  as  great, 

1942.  But  the  relief  to  the  poor  was  not  as  great  ? — It  was  not. 

*943-  What  was  the  relief  to  the  poor  in  that  last  period  ? — £21,687  as  against 
32,014/.  in  the  former  period. 

1944.  Chairman.]  The  population  of  the  different  periods  varied  ? —There  is 
an  increase  of  J  0,000  in  the  population  of  the  secc^d  period  as  compared  witli  the 
first. 

1945.  Sir  fV.  Miles.']  But  the  last  period  was  not  so  bad  as  the  first,  because 
the  rates  were  not  so  much  increased  as  they  were  in  the  first? — In  the  first  period 
we  had  no  workhouse  accommodation,  and  the  consequence  was,  that  every  person 
who  came  and  applied  for  out-door  relief  was  almost  of  necessity  obliged  to  liave  it, 
until  it  became  a  mere  scramble  for  the  public  money ;  and  in  the  second  panic  no 
relief  was  given  except  the  party  first  went  into  the  workhouse. 

1946.  In  short,  it  was  the  difference  between  the  test  and  no  test  ? — It  was. 

1947.  Mr.  B;  Herbert.]  How  longf  were  they  kept  in  the  workhouse  after 
admission  befoie  they  got  out-door  relief? — We  had  an  out-door  labour  test  estab- 
lished ;  and  parties  who  had  proved  their  destitution  by  going  into  the  house  were, 
after  having  remained  there  a  week  or  two,  allowed  to  come  out  and  work  at  the 
out-door  labour  test. 

1948.  Mr.  Knight.]  Were  they  not  obliged  to  sell  up  all  their  furniture  and 
everything  they  had,  before  they  came  into  the  workhouse?— No ;  I  do  not  think 
that  they  were ;  I  never  heard  of  such  a  case. 

1949.  Is  it  not  the  law  that  they  will  not  give  relief  unless  they  are  quite 
destitute? — Yes;  but  I  never  heard  of  a  case  where  all  their  furniture  was 
sold  up. 

1950.  Sir  IV.  Miles. — What  was  the  out-door  labour? — Picking  oakum. 

1951.  Mr.  Knight,]  Then  selling  up  their  goods  was  not  enforced? — No. 

J  952.  Mr.  Bcecroft.]  Do  you  think  the  term  of  irremovability  should  be  reduced 
from  five  years  to  three  years? — I  see  no  objection  to  it  upon  one  condition,  that 
it  should  not  apply  to  parties  who  are  at  present  receiving  relief  from  their  settle- 
ment parishes.  If  they  are  not  able  to  earn  their  own  living,  I  see  no  reason  why 
they  should  not  be  removed  to  their  own  parishes ;  I  think  it  hard  that  we  should 
have  the  burthen  of  them. 

19.53.  Sir  W, Miles.]  Have  you  any  experience  as  to  unions  which  are  partly 
agricultural  and  partly  manufacturing  ? — I  have  no  actual  experience  of  my  own, 
but  I  have  heard  from  my  neighbours  what  has  been  their  experience. 

1954.  Would  it  not  aftect  those  unions  differently  from  those  which  are  purely 
manufacturing  or  purely  agricultural  ? — No,  I  do  not  think  it  would. 

^955-   Chairman.]  As  far  as  I  understand  you,  it  was  the  difference  between 
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having  the  test  and  not  having  the  tect,  which  made  the  great  variation  in  the  Mn 

expenditure  ?— Undoubtedly  so.  ^*  *  CkambMfj 

1956.  Would  you  infer  from  that  that  a  great  number  of  persons  apply  for        ^~        ^^ 
relief  who  can  support  themselves  ? — Undoubtedly.  *9  J*°*  ^•"^ 

T957.  Yoa  believe  that  that  applies  equally  to  an  agricultural  parish  as  to  a 
town  parish  ? — I  do,  except  that  in  an  agricultural  district  the  private  characters 
and  habits  of  the  people  ai*e  i>etter  known  than  they  possibly  can  be  where  there 
are  greater  numbers  of  them  together. 

1958.  That  is  to  say,  that  you  can  refuse  relief  from  a  previous  knowledge  of 
the  circumstances  of  the  applicant? — Yes,  if  it  is  really  known  that  the  parties 
are  not  desiitule ;  then,  I  apprehend,  they  will  be  quite  justified  in  refusing 
relief. 

^959-  When  you  relieve  a  person  whom  numbers  of  other  people  know  has  the 
means  of  supporting  himself,  that  tempts  a  great  number  of  other  people  to  apply  ? 
— Yes,  as  an  instance  of  it  I  may  mention,  that  during  the  last  pressure  it  was 
reported  that  the  workhouse  was  full ;  we  had  an  immense  crowd  of  single  persons 
immediately  applying  for  relief,  supposing  that  we  could  not  accommodate  them 
in  the  workhouse. 

i960.  But  for  that  rumour  you  would  not  have  had  so  many  applicants  for 
relief? — No  ;  we  gave  them  all  an  order  for  the  workhouse  immediately,  but  not 
one  went. 

1961.  From  your  experience,  is  it  your  opinion  that  some  test  is  necessary  ?  — 
Decidedly. 

1962.  Sir  W.  Miles.]  Do  you  recollect  how  many  you  offered  the  workhouse 
test  to  on  that  day  ? — Fifty. 

1963.  And  not  one  of  them  went  in? — No. 

1964.  Chairman.']  I  presume,  from  what  you  say,  that  you  would  not  have  any 
fear  in  Riving  relief  wherever  it  was  applied  for,  if  the  test  was  eflR^ctively  applied  ? 
— Not  if  they  chose  to  take  the  workhouse. 

1965.  You  would  not  be  afraid  of  imposture  if  such  a  test  as  that  was  applied  ? 
— Certainly  not. 

1966.  I  think  I  understood  you  to  say  that  you  woulA  not  object  to  the  period 
of  residence  being  reduced  from  five  years  to  three  years,  supposing  this  irremo- 
vable Act  to  be  renewed  ? — Certainly  not,  except  with  reference  to  those  persons 
•who  are  living  in  the  union,  and  are  relieved  by  the  parishes  of  their  settlement, 
the  bulk  of  whom  are  usually  old  people  who  have  been  paupers  for  years. 

1967.  You  mean  to  say  that  it  should  not  operate  as  the  last  Act  did? — It 
should  be  prospective  from  the  passing  of  the  Act. 

1968.  Supposing  this  amendment  carried  into  effect,  and  three  years  gave  a 
right  to  be  irremovable,  then  you  would  give  all  those  persons  who  had  resided 
three  years  the  same  right  as  paupers  who  had  resided  five  years  ? — Decidedly  so. 

1 969.  Mr.  Dodson.']  You  refer  to  persons  who  were  living  in  your  parish,  but 
receiving  relief  from  the  parishes  of  their  settlement? — Decidedly. 

1970.  Mr.  ZiOckhart.']  Did  you  not  consider  that  they  had  acquired  an  indus- 
trial residence  before  they  had  received  relief  in  their  own  parish  ? — We  considered 
that  they  had  not  acquired  an  industrial  residence ;  the  bulk  of  them  were  very  aged 
people  who  had  been  living  with  their  sons  or  daughters  in  the  town ;  they  lived 
there  five  years  without  relief,  and  then  application  had  been  made  to  their  own 
parish  to  relieve  them. 

1971.  Chairman.]  The  fact  is,  you  would  have  removed  these  paupers,  but  you 
did  not,  because  you  received  remittances  from  then*  settlement  parish  ? — Yes ; 
they  would  have  been  removed  if  their  parish  of  settlement  had  not  sent  to  us  the 
amount  of  their  relief. 

1 972.  Mr.  Dodson.]  Had  they  been  receiving  relief  from  your  parish,  they  would 
not  have  acquired  irremovability  ? — They  did  receive  it  through  as. 

1973.  But  not  at  your  cost?— No. 

1974.  Chairman.]  As  the  state  of  the  law  now  is,  if  a  pauper  not  settled  in 
your  parish  were  to  be  receiving  relief  from  another  parish,,  and  you  were  making 
payments  to  him,  and  that  continued  for  hve  years,  would  you  consider  him  then 
as  not  having  been  chargeable  to  your  parish  for  five  years  within  the  meaning  of 
the  Act  r — Geriainly  not ;  we  should  have  considered  that  he  would  have  been  a 
pauper  receiving  relief  from  the  parish  to  which  he  was  removable. 

^975-  Not  having  removed  him,  and  he  having  lived  live  years  in  your  union, 
would  not  that  give  him  a  right  to  irremovability  ? — I  think  not. 

0.95.  o  2  1976.  Mr. 
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Mr.  1976.  Mr.  Barrow.]  I  understand  you  to  say,  that  if  a  party  has  lived  in  your 

B.  O.  Chamberlain,  parish  three  or  four  years,  and  has  become  chargeable,  that  now  you  removed 

him  in  order  to  break  his  residence  ? — We  do. 

19  June  i860.  1977.  Chairman.]  Are  you  satisfied  with  the  mode  in  which  the  fund  which  is 

raised  for  the  irremovable  poor  is  distributed  among  the  different  parishes  ? — I 

think  it  is  an  unfair  mode  at  the  present  time. 

1978.  Is  that  a  matter  of  complaint  in  such  a  union  as  yours,  which  you  say 
consists  of  eight  parishes  ? — Yes. 

^979'  Does  it  fall  differently  upon  those  different  parishes? — Decidedly  so; 
the  poorer  the  parish,  the  larger  the  burden  it  has  to  bear. 

1980.  There  are  more  poor  crowded  into  one  parish  than  another  r — Decidedly ; 
we  have  rich  parishes  and  poor  parishes. 

1981.  Whatever  charge  the  union  is  liable  to  will  fall  on  them  ? — ^Yes. 

1982.  Sir  FT.  MilesJ]  Is  the  rich  parish  in  the  centre  of  the  town  ? — Yes. 

1983.  So  that  the  poor  are  gradually  driven  out  of  that  parish  ? — Yes,  there  are 
a  lower  class  of  residences  in  the  poor  parish. 

1984.  The  consequence  is,  if  the  averages  are  taken  as  they  formerly  were,  that 
the  peirishes  in  the  centre  of  the  town  have  little,  comparatively,  to  pay,  compared 
with  what  the  out-parishes  have  to  pay  ? — Yes. 

1985.  Chairman.]  Is  it  the  case  that  property  is  of  less  value  where  there  is  a 
greater  number  of  poor  residing  ? — Yes.  In  Leicester,  it  is  a  question,  when  people 
purchase  property,  what  parish  it  is  situated  in. 

1986.  They  have  less  means  to  meet  that  charge ?— Yes. 

1987.  If  I  understand  the  operation  of  the  Act,  these  common  charges  may  not 
have  been  contributed  at  all  by  the  parish  that  has  to  bear  them  in  the  largest 
proportion  ;  for  instance,  take  the  irremovable  poor,  who  are  a  charge  upon  the 
common  fund  j  the  irremovable  poor  need  not  have  resided  in  these  poor  parishes 
at  all  to  have  acquired  the  irremovability,  and,  therefore,  they  need  not  in  any  way 
have  contributed  to  these  increased  charges  ? — That  may  be  so. 

1988.  But  they,  having  a  larger  number  of  settled  poor,  would  have  to  bear  a 
greater  proportion  of  the  burden  ? — Yes. 

1989.  Mr.  Barrow.]  A  person  who  had  lived  as  servant  in  a  family  residing  in 
one  of  the  richer  patishes  for  five  years,  and  acquired  irremovability  in  your  union 
in  consequence,  would  become  chargeable  to  the  common  fund,  if  she  became  a 
pauper  ? — ^Yes. 

1990.  And  her  charge  would  fall  heavier  on  the  poor  parishes  on  account  of 
their  havinfc  larger  averages  ? — Undoubtedly. 

1991.  Mr.  Knight.]  Has  the  population  of  Leicester  increased  very  much 
during  the  last  20  or  25  years  f — We  have  increased  10,000  each  census  during  the 
last  30  years. 

1992.  Have  there  been  a  great  many  new  buildings  erected  in  the  course  of 
that  time  ?— Of  course. 

1093.  Have  those  been  in  the  outskirts  of  the  parish? — Yes,  in  the  places 
where  there  was  land  to  build  upon ;  there  was  little  spare  land  in  the  centre  of 
the  town. 

1994.  Those  are  the  places  where  the  poor  are  chiefly  chargeable  ? — Yes. 

'^995*  Has  there  not  been  a  very  great  increase  of  value  in  those  districts  ? — 
Undoubtedly. 

1996.  Land  that  was  let  by  the  acre  is  now  let  by  the  foot  ?  —It  is  sold  by  the 
yard  invariably ;  it  is  a  diffictilt  matter  to  get  land  for  building  purposes  by  the  acre. 

1997.  That  property  is  better  able  to  support  the  poor,  which  is  most  valuable  ? 
— ^Yes. 

1998.  Sir  W.  Miles.]  Canyon  tell  us  the  difference  of  the  incidents  of  the  poor 
rate  ? — I  will  take  tlie  year  in  which  the  pressure  was  upon  us,  which  was  one 
of  the  worst.  In  All  Saints  parish,  which  is  a  poor  parish,  the  rate  was  \o  s.  4  if. 
in  the  pound;  and  in  the  same  year  in  St.  Martin's,  which  is  a  rich  parish,  it  was 
4s.  2d.     I  am  speaking  of  1 847  and  1 848. 

1999.  Mr.  Barrow.]  You  are  giving  the  whjie  poor  both  settled  and  remov- 
able ? — I  am. 

2000.  Can  you  give  the  figures  separately  for  the  settled  poor  and  the  irre- 
movable poor  ? — I  caiiLOt  earlier  than  Lady-day  1852. 

2001.  Sir  /i\  Miles.]  Now  will  you  give  the  second  period,  and  state  what 
was  the  number  oi  the  settled  poor,  and  the  number  of  the  irremovable  poor  in 
those  two  parishes  ? — I  cannot  do  that,  because  the  relief  is  entered  in  one  tot il. 

I.I 


Digitized  by 


Google 


SELECT  COMMITTEE  ON  IRREMOVABLE  POOR.  109 

In  the  year  ending  Lady-day  1858,  the  expenditure  for  the  settled   poor  was  Mr. 

9,787  /.,  and  for  the  irremovable  poor  6,514  /.  ^•^-  C^omherlakt^ 

2002.  Was  that  for  the  whole  year  r — Yes.  '        ~ 

2003.  And  for  the  whole  union ? — Yes;  in  the  year  ending  Lady-day  1848,      '^   "°^  ^ 
the  expenditure  for  the  relief  of  the  poor  parish  of  All  Saints,  was  2,656  /.,  and  for 

the  rich  parish  of  St.  Martin,  during  the  same  time,  was  2,229  '• 

2004.  Can  you  tell  us  what  was  the  rateable  value  of  each  of  those  parishes  ? — 
The  rateable  value  of  All  Saints  was  6,659/.,  *^^  of  St.  Martin's  16,916/. 

2005.  Then,  probably,  you  can  tell  us  how  it  was  affected  as  to  the  per-centage  ? 
— The  rate  in  the  pound  in  the  one  was  \os.  4rf.,  and  in  the  other  45.  2  rf. 

2006.  For  the  same  period  ?  —Yes. 

2007.  Can  you  tell  us,  deducting  the  borough  rate  and  those  charges  which 
enter  into  the  payment  of  poor-rates,  what  was  the  expenditure  for  the  relief  of 
the  poor  during  those  two  periods  ? — The  watch  rate  and  the  borough  rate  toge- 
ther would  certainly  not  exceed  10  rf.  in  the  pound  in  the  year,  so  that  that  would 
make  it  9  5.  8  d.  in  the  one  case,  and  3  ^.  4  ^.  in  the  other. 

2008.  Mr.  KnightJ]  What  class  of  houses  are  there  principally  in  St.  Martin's  ? 
— ^They  are  chiefly  large  houses,  for  trade  purposes. 

2009.  Has  there  been  much  difference  in  the  value  of  those  houses  within  the 
last  20  years  or  not  ? — No,  because  at  the  end  of  1 842  the  rateable  value  of  the 
parish  was  16,916/.,  and  in  1851,  which  is  about  10  years  afterwards,  it  was  only 
about  17,000/.  It  has  remained  about  the  same,  because  they  had  no  spare  land, 
and  whatever  increase  there  has  been,  is  merely  as  the  property  may  rise  in  value. 

2010.  Has  there  been  a  great  difference  in  the  parish  of  All  Saints  for  the 
same  time  ?— Not  a  great  deal ;  in  the  first  period  it  was  7,156  /.,  and  in  the  last 
period  7,815/. 

2011.  There  has  not  been  much  increase  then  in  the  valuation  ? — I  think  not 
4n  either  of  them. 

2012.  Supposing  you  had  100  acres  in  All  Saints,  it  would  be  worth  more  than 
it  was  then?— Undoubtedly. 

2013.  So  that  All  Saints  is  really  a  parish  which  has  grown  suddenly  rich  ? — 
They  never  had  any  land  to  let  by  the  acre. 

2014.  That  is  very  much  enhanced  in  value? — Decidedly. 

2015.  What  would  it  sell  for  now? — I  should  think  that  the  lowest  price  of 
land  in  All  Saints  is  from  5  5.  to  6  s.  per  square  yard. 

2016.  If  it  were  not  for  the  increased  number  of  people  who  were  assembled 
there,  that  great  rise  in  value  would  not  take  place? — Of  course  not.  The 
greater  the  population,  the  more  the  value. 

2017.  Then  All  Saints  is  a  parish  which  has  grown  suddenly  rich  from  an 
influx   of  the  working  population? — ^You  may   describe   it  as   one  which   has 

improved  ;  but  they  would  demur  to  being  called  rich. 

2018.  It  has  varied  very  much  in  value? — Yes. 

20 1 9.  And  the  rates  are  falling  ? — Yes. 

2020.  Sir  W.  Miles.']  They  vary  in  proportion  to  the  rich  parish  ? — Yes. 

2021.  Now,  will  you  give  us  the  last  year? — In  1851,  the  rate  in  All  Saints 
was  55.  2d.  In  St.  Martin's  it  was  2s.  gd.  I  think,  if  you  estimate  the  irre- 
movable poor  at  one-third  of  the  cost  of  the  whole,  you  will  not  be  far  from  it. 

2022.  Mr.  Barrow.']  Can  you  give  us  the  average  cost  in  the  pound  upon  the 
Tateable  value  of  the  entire  union  ? — Yes ;  in  the  first  year,  the  year  ending 
Michaelmas  1842,  the  average  rate  of  the  whole  was  45.  9I  rf. ;  the  highest  rate, 
during  that  time,  being  8  5.,  and  the  lowest  2s.  Sd. 

2023.  So  that  2  8.  Sd.  would  have  to  be  raised  to  45.  gid.^  and  the  8*. 
would  have  to  be  reduced  to  the  same  amount  ? — Yes. 

2024.  Can  you  state  what  the  last  average  was  that  was  struck  for  the  parish 
of  St.  Martin  r — ^The  last  average  was  776  /.  for  St.  Martin. 

2025.  What  was  the  average  10  years  before  ? — ^The  average  before  that  was 
between  1,000/.  and  1,100/. 

2026.  So  that  the  average  in  the  richer  parish  has  fallen  ? — Undoubtedly  it 
has ;  all  the  averages  have  fallen  with  us  during  the  last  20  years.  The  first 
average  amounted  to  17,000/.,  the  next  to  12,000  /.,  and  the  last  to  9,000/. 

2027.  Chairman.]  Have  you  made  any  calculation  as  to  what  would  be  the 
charge  of  each  of  these  parishes,  supposing  the  whole  of  the  expenditure  was 
])rovided  for  out  of  the  value  of  the  properly  ? — I  have  not. 

2028.  Confine  the  calculation  to  the  expenditure  upon  the  common  fund? — 
0.95.  o  3  The 
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I4r,  The  amount  charged  upon  the  coiimion  fund  would,  as  nearly  as   may  be,  l>e  one* 

.  O.  Okmnberlam.  half  of  the  whole  expenditure. 

'  ■■   ■■  -  2029.  Have  you  any  suggestion  to  offer  as  to  what  appears  to  be  a  great  in- 

19  June  i860,  justice  and  inequaHty  in  the  mode  of  bearing  these  common  charges? — I  think 
the  averages  should  be  taken  on  the  annual  value  of  the  property  in  each  parish, 
and  not  on  the  actual  expenditure,  and  I  think  one  uniform  system  of  rating 
ought  to  be  established  throughout  each  union.  In  my  own  union  I  know  that 
some  of  the  parishes  are  highly  rated  parishes,  and  others  low  rated  parishes,  so 
that  it  is  impossible  to  get  at  any  thing  like  a  fair  calculation  of  what  each  ought 
to  pay. 

2030.  In  the  first  place,  you  would  say  that  all  charges  on  the  common  fund 
ought  to  be  defrayed  out  of  a  rate  upon  the  annual  value? — Yes,  I  think  so. 

2031.  Then  jou  say  there  are  different  modes  of  rating  property  in  those 
different  parishes  ? — There  are. 

2032.  You  prefer  a  uniform  system  with  respect  to  that  ? — I  think  there  should 
be  a  uniform  valuation  made  in  respect  of  that  by  one  person. 

2033.  In  what  respect  are  these  parishes  differently  rated  ? — The  estimated 
value  in  one  parish  is  taken  at  a  much  lower  rate  than  it  is  in  another.  Different 
valuers  are  employed,  and  they  have  been  valued  at  different  times^  some, 
probably,  not  having  been  valued  for  twenty  years. 

2034.  The  rate  is  the  same,  first  estimating  the  annual  value  of  the  property, 
and  then  making  a  certain  deduction  in  order  to  inake  a  rateable  value? — Yes. 

2035.  You  say  the  valuations  have  been  taken  at  different  times  by  different 
people  ? — Yes. 

•J036.  Sir  W.  Miles.]  Are  not  instructions  given  to  the  different  valuers  as  to 
how  they  are  to  do  it? — I  have  my  suspicions  as  to  that. 

2037.  Chaifman.]  You  have  no  doubt  as  to  the  inequality  in  which  the  parishes 
are  assessed  to  the  entire  union  ? — I  have  no  doubt  that  some  of  the  property  is 
lower  rated  than  other  property  is,  for  the  purpose  of  escaping  the  borough 
rate. 

2038.  Is  that  pretty  well  known  to  the  Board? — Yes. 

2039.  Has  it  ever  been  attempted  to  have  a  more  equal  valuation  in  the 
union  ? — At  present  I  apprehend  the  Board  of  Guardians  are  hardly  competent  to 
deal  with  tlmt  question;  of  course  the  parishes  with  a  low  valuation  do  not  want 
any  alteration,  but  the  others  do. 

2040.  The  Board  can  do  nothing  of  themselves  in  that  respect? — No. 

2041.  They  cannot  require  any  particular  parish  to  have  a  new  valuation  r— 
No ;  except  upon  petition  from  the  overseers  or  the  inhabitants  of  that  parish. 

2042.  Do  YOU  believe  that  there  would  be  a  very  great  resistance  if  it  were 
pro|>osed  to  have  these  parishes  fresh  valued  ? — I  think  not ;  I  think  that  the 
representatives  of  them  all  would  be  satisfied  to  have  a  re-valuation  upon  one 
uniform  system. 

2043.  Mr.  Beecrq/i.]  By  one  person  ? — I  tliink  it  should  be  done  by  one  person, 
in  order  that  there  might  be  no  difference. 

2044.  I  supfiose  the  outside  parishes  are  rateable  upon  a  lower  scale  than  the 
ioaide  parishes  ? — Some  of  them  are,  and  some  are  not. 

2045.  They  do  not  pay  equally  ? — No. 

1^046.  They  do  it  of  course  to  escape  the  borough  rate? — Yes. 

2047.  Because  they  think  they  are  aggrieved  by  paying  more  than  the  inside 
parishes  ? — Yes. 

2048.  Mr.  Barrow.']  With  regard  to  the  question  of  the  equal  charging  the 
common  fund,  has  the  value  of  the  pari^es  ever  been  discussed  at  your  Board  ? 
— Yes ;  the  question  has  been  raised  as  to  the  advisability  of  making  the  union  as 
one  parish  under  the  provisions  of  the  Poor  Law  Amendment  Act. 

2049.  M^»  J^^iffht.j  You  are  of  opinion  that  that  would  be  a  good  thing?  — 
I  think  it  would  be  advisable  to  n^ke  that  alteration,  because  it  would  affect  the 
cost  of  the  irremovable  poor. 

2050.  The  irremovable  poor  are  so  much  increasing  that  they  would  probably 
soon  become  the  greater  proportion  of  the  poor  ? — ^We  do  not  find  them  increase 
more  in  proportion  than  the  others. 

2051.  Are  they  one-third  of  the  poor? — ^Yes ;  about  one-third,  or  probably 
rather  more  than  one-third. 

2052.  They  were  not  one-third  wl>en  you  first  began? — They  were  in  the  year 

1852. 

2053.  Mr. 
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2053.  Mr.  Barrow.^  Then,  I  understand  it  is  your  opinion,  although  I  do  not  -Mr. 
know  whether  it  is  the  opinion  ot  the  mnjority  of  your  guardians,  that  it  would  BO'Chamherlam. 
be  fair  to  charge  the  comnnon  fund  charges  on  the  rateable  value  of  the  parish ; 

do  they  go  to  the  length  of  proposing  union  rating  for  the  settled  poor  as  well  as      ^^   ^^^  * 
the  irremovable  poor  ? — ^They  have  attempted  that. 

2054.  Some  parties  have  proposed  the  extreme?— Yes. 

2055.  Would  the  majority  of  your  guardians  be  against  charging  the  common 
fund  charges  with  the  irremovable  poor? — I  think  not.  I  think  that  there  would 
be  only  one  or  two  out  of  thirty-six  who  would  object  to  it.  This  is  a  return  of 
the  expenditure  for  twelve  years,  ending  March  1859,  showing  the  number  of 
paupers  relieved,  the  estimated  population,  the  rate  per  cent,  of  pauperism,  the 

cost  per  head  to  the  population,  and  also  the  same  data  for  England  and  Wales.     Fide  Appendix. 

2056.  Sir  W.  Miles.']  You  give  that  so  as  to  make  a  comparison? — ^The 
guardians  were  anxious  to  have  a  comparison,  so  as  to  ascertain  how  far  we  are 
better  or  worse  off  than  our  neighbours. 

2057.  Will  you  state  what  is  the  effect  of  that  paper? — The  effect  of  it  is  that 
in  the  year  ending  Lady-day  1848,  the  total  number  of  paupers  relieved  in  the 
week,  including  the  ist  of  January,  was  11,555  upon  an  estimated  population 
of  57,000,  which  was  a  per-centage  of  20^.  In  the  last  year  1859,  ^®  ^^^ 
only  2,061,  upon  an  estimated  poj)ulation  of  68,000,  which  is  3  per  cent.  The 
average  for  the  whole  county  being  never  less  during  the  whole  period  than 
4  iV  per  cent. 

2058.  Chairman.']  You  stated  that  your  population  increases  10,000  every  ten 
years;  what  do  you  state  your  population  to  be  now? — We  estimate  it  to  be 
rather  over  70,000  at  the  present  time.  I  have  taken  the  population  for  the  year 
ending  Lady-day  1 859  at  69,000. 

2059.  You  must  have  a  great  deal  of  immigration,  that  is,  poor  coming  in  from 
other  places  ? — I  do  not  think  it  is  much  beyond  the  usual  number. 

2060.  Have  you  many  people  coming  in  ? — No,  I  think  not ;  of  late  years  we 
have  had  no  great  influx.  1  have  not  heard  of  any  villages  having  their  popu- 
lation drafted  off  to  Leicester. 

2061.  Have  you  had  any  dearth  of  labour  there  lately? — ^There  has  been  no 
dearth  of  labour ;  the  poor  have  been  well  employed. 

2062.  Mr.  Knight.]  Do  you  think  that  the  people  who  inhabit  the  new  part  of 
the  town  are  Leicester  people? — 1  think  they  are  Leicester  people.  They  are 
industrious  persons  who  go  into  the  new  buildings;  because  they  are  a  rather 
better  claj-s  of  buildings  than  what  they  previously  could  afford  to  pay  for.  I 
apprehend  the  immigrants  go  into  the  lower  class  of  buildings  until  they  attain 
the  same  position. 

206  .  On  the  whole,  you  are  of  opinion  that  the  poor  law  has  worked  well  in 
Leicester  ?  —It  has. 

2064.  Chairman.']  You  have  been  asked  as  to  the  increased  value  of  land  in 
these  poor  parishes ;  that  is  no  advantage,  I  presume,  to  the  poor,  because  it  must 
make  their  buildings  or  their  cottages  higher  rented,  must  it  not? — The  cost  of 
the  site  with  us  adds  such  a  fraction  to.the  value  of  the  house,  that  I  think  it 
would  scarcely  aflfect  the  question.  If  the  land  was  sold  at  5  s.  per  square  yard, 
they  would  not  occupy  many  square  yards  for  dwellings  for  the  working  classes. 

2065.  You  stated  that  there  were  very  few  acres  for  sale,  so  that  the  increase  in 
the  selling  price  of  a  block  of  land  would  only  benefit  a  few  individuals,  but  a 
heavy  rent  would  bear  on  all  the  inhabitants  ? — Undoubtedly  so ;  in  the  centre  of 
the  town  there  is  nothing  left  unbuilt  upon  but  a  few  gardens. 

2066.  Mr  Ayrton.]  Is  it  the  case  in  Leicester,  that  building  cottages  on  one 
man^s  land  deteriorates  the  value  of  the  adjoining  land  by  preventing  it  being  used 
for  a  better  class  of  houses? — I  think  not ;  the  houses  of  the  working  classes  are 
built  in  neighbourhoods  in  which  the  better  class  of  houses  are  scarcely  ever  to  be 
seen. 

20C7.  The  poorer  class  of  houses  are  more  in  one  parish,  and  the  wealthy  class 
in  another  ? — Decidedly  so. 

2068.  Are  they  in  the  same  parish  or  in  another  parish  ? — In  the  same  parish; 
in  our  large  parishes  are  some  of  the  best  buildings,  and  also  some  of  the  worst. 

2069.  The  increase  d  valuation  of  the  whole  arises,  not  from  the  general  rise  in 
the  value  of  all  property  in  the  union,  but  from  an  increase  in  the  value  of  that 
which  is  built  upon,  by  the  increased  house  rent? — Of  course,  and  new  build 
ings. 

0.95.  o  4  2070.  Therefore 
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T>^  r^^\   J  •         ^^70.  Therefore  it  is  an  increase  of  value  for  the  benefit  of  some  persons,  and 
B,G.  Chamberlain.  ^^^  f^^  ^^^  ^^^^^^  ^^  ^^^^^^  .^^  ^,^^  p^^.^^  ^_  j^^^  ^^ 

iQ  June  i860.  ^071.  Chairman.']  You  have  referred  to  the  mode  in  which  the  law  is  admi- 
nistered in  different  unions  ;  is  there  any  reluctance  on  the  part  of  the  guardians 
to  administer  the  law  strictly,  that  is  to  say,  offering  the  applicants  for  relief  some 
test,  when  they  apply  for  relief?— Our  Board  has  decidedly  no  reluctance 
to  do  so. 

2072.  The  feeling  of  your  town  would  not  be  opposed  to  what  is  called  a  riv^id 
application  of  the  lest?— No;  the  application  of  the  workhouse  test  was  carried 
through  during  the  time  of  pressure,  and  although  there  was  some  little  commo- 
tion about  it  at  the  time,  the  public  generally  were  satisfied  afterwards  that  it  was 
the  best  course  to  be  adopted. 

2073.  You  would  not  be  afraid  that  you  could  not  relieve  without  great  oppres- 
sion to  property,  if  you  had  only  to  relieve  those  who  were  fairly  entitled  to  relief,. 
and  who  it  was  the  intention  of  the  law  should  be  relieved  ? — ^I  think  not. 

2074.  J  understood  you  to  say,  that  you  would  not  apprehend  anything  from, 
reducing  the  period  of  residence,  which  is  now  five  years,  to  three  years  ? 
— No. 

2075.  Would  you  see  any  objection  to  persons  coming  into  Leicestef  Union, 
acquiring  immovability,  who  should  reside  there  without  being  chargeable  for  a 
short  time,  without  reference  to  the  particular  parishes  in  which  they  reside  ? — 
Certainly  not ;  I  think  there  would  be  no  objection  to  that  at  all  '^  I  think  if  a  man 
comes  there,  and  works,  and  maintains  himself  for  a  certain  number  of  years, 
during  that  time  he  is  conferring  a  benefit  upon  everybody  about  him  by  getting, 
his  living,  and  spending  his  earnings  in  the  neighbourhood  ;  therefore  he  is  fairly 
entitled  to  have  relief,  if  he  needs  it, 

2076.  Would  not  the  principle,  wJiich  you  have  mentioned  as  the  proper  one, 
for  administering  the  law,  apply  to  a  less  period  than  three  years ;  if  a  person 
came  into  your  town,  and  was  able-bodied,  honest  and  industrious,  and  had  lived 
there  many  years,  and  he  should  fall  into  distress,  would  you  not  think  a 
year  a  proper  test  to  apply,  to  show  that  he  had  not  applied  for  relief  without 
actual  necessity ;  would  not  one  year's  residence  be  sufficient  ?^— If  we  could  satisfy 
ourselves  that  he  had  maintained  himself  by  honest  industry  through  that  year,, 
it  would  ;  but  then  we  might  have  the  same  man  maintaining  himself  by  begging 
for  a  whole  year. 

2077.  Sir  W.  Miles.']  It  would  have  the  effect  of  increasing  vagrancy? — ^The 
workhouse  test  does  not  increase  vagrancy. 

2078.  If  you  were  to  reduce  irremovability  to  one  year,  do  you  not  think,  by 
having  beggars  residing  in  your  union  for  a  year,  that  you  would  have  a  greater 
number  of  vagrants,  who  would  keep  off  the  rates  for  that  year,  so  as  to  be  irre- 
movable afterwards,  in  Leicester  ? — 1  think  not. 

2079.  '^^'  Ayrton.]  Would  there  be  any  possible  inducement,  either  moral  or 
otherwise,  for  any  person  to  come  into  Leicester,  and  become  chargeable  on  yout 
rates  at  the  end  of  12  months,  begging  for  the  whole  of  that  time? — Not  now;, 
formerly,  when  they  had  out-door  relief,  without  any  check,  there  was  a  great 
inducement. 

2080.  The  inducement  would  be  in  proportion  to  the  lax  manner  in  which  the 
poor  law  was  adrainietered  ? — Undoubtedly. 

2081.  Supposing  the  poor  law  to  be  administered  with  as  much  stringency  in 
your  union  as  anywhere  else,  would  there  then  be  any  inducement  for  a  person  to 
come  into  the  Leicester  Union,  or  any  parish  in  that  union,  with  a  view  of  acquiring 
irremovability  ? — I  think  not. 

2082.  Would  it  not  be  the  case  that  they  would  only  come  into  Leicester  for 
the  legitimate  purpose  of  earning  a  livelihood  ? — That  would  generally  be  the 
rule. 

2083.  Is  not  the  proper  limit  of  the  time  in  which  a  person  ought  to  acquire 
irremovability,  that  which  is  necessary  to  show  that  he  has  bond  fide  come  into 
the  parish  for  the  purpose  of  industry,  and  not  as  a  mere  vagrant  wandering 
about;  would  not  12  months,  or  rather  six  months^  be  as  good  a  test  for  that  pur- 
pose as  three  years  ? — It  would  for  that  class  of  people ;  but  the  great  class  who 
form  the  burthen  of  these  irremovable  poor,  are  old  persons  who  are  past  work  ; 
and  who,  if  it  were  reduced  to  one  year,  would  probably  struggle  through  that 
year  with  a  son  or  a  daughter,  or  some  relative,  in  order  that  they  might  not  be 
removed  from  that  son  or  daughter  afterwards. 

2084.  There 
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2084.  There  would  be  no  more  inducement  in  the  average  of  events  for  people  r^^\   k,- 
to  come  and  struggle  in  your  union,  than  there  would  be  in  any  other  union? —  B.G.UhamberioMu 
Not  at  all.  " 

2085.  Is  it  not  your  opinion,  that  the  average  of  events  would  leave  you  just      '^  ^^^^        ' 
as  you  are  already? — I  apprehend  it  would  make  very  little  diflference. 

2086.  It  would  be  a  difference  which  it  would  not  be  worth  while  to  legislate 
about,  to  fetter  the  actions  of  people  in  going  about  in  search  of  employment  ? — 
Certainly. 

2087.  Do  you  not  think  that  the  advantage  of  their  going  freely  about  would 
be  infinitely  greater  than  any  imaginary  inconvenience  or  loss  which  could  pos- 
sibly arise  from  persons  coming  to  reside  in  your  union  r — I  think  it  is  very  desir- 
able that  the  greatest  possible  freedom  should  be  given  to  parties  to  move  about 
to  earn  their  livelihood.  I  apprehend,  with  us,  this  law  has  never  operated  to 
prevent  that. 

8088.  Would  not  the  probable  effect  of  people  being  able  to  move  about  freely 
and  get  work  be,  that  the  whole  amount  of  the  poor-law  charge  on  England  would 
be  reduced  rather  than  increased,  instead  of  being  diminished  in  particular  places 
where  it  is  not  wanted  ? — Of  course  it  would. 

2089.  Therefore,  if  the  poorlaw  were  to  be  amended  in  that  respect,  you  would 
get  your  share  of  that  advantage  ? — Yes ;  I  find  that  the  tendency  of  the  popula- 
tion is  to  the  great  centres  of  industry,  and  not  into  the  country  districts.  It 
is  much  more  easy  for  strangers  to  get  employment  in  large  towns  than  in 
villages. 

2090.  Mr.  Barrow.]  If  old  people  came  into  your  union,  and  lived  for  a  year 
with  their  sons  or  daughters,  and  then  acquired  irremovability,  you  apprehend 
the  burden  would  be  greater  upon  Leicester  than  it  would  be  upon  the  agricul- 
tural villages,  because  it  would  increase  the  proportion  of  Leicester  to  the 
common  fund  ? — It  would  increase  the  rates  undoubtedly. 

2091.  Mr.  Jyrton.']  }n  the  case  of  people  who  were  coming  into  your  union 
in  that  way,  if  you  applied  to  them  the  test  of  the  workhouse,  and  did  not 
encourage  ihem  to  live  in  the  union  as  out-door  paupers  on  their  relations, 
then  there  would  be  no  such  inducement  as  you  have  mentioned  for  them  to 
come  into  the  union  ? — Certainly  not. 

2092.  Under  those  circumstances,  is  it  your  opinion  that  they  would  resort 
to  Leicester,  or  that  they  would  be  likely  to  remain  where  tliey  previously 
were,  and  where  they  would  in  the  natural  course  of  events  become  charge- 
able?— A  great  deal  depends  on  the  mode  in  which  the  law  is  administered 
in  the  place  from  which  they  come. 

2093.  I  am  assuming  it  to  be  necessary  for  every  union  to  protect  itself,  by 
the  proper  administration  of  the  poor  law,  against  being  flooded  by  people  who 
might  leave  parii^hes  where  the  law  was  rigidly  administered  ? — Uudoubiely. 

2094.  Would  not  that  lead  to  the  unions  administering  the  law  properly,  so 
as  to  prevent  tbeu)selves  being  inundated  with  paupers? — I  can  hardly  answer 
that,  but  I  hope  it  would  have  that  effect. 

2095.  Mr.  Barrow.']  What  do  you  believe  would  be  the  effect  on  the  poor 
themselves  if  you  instituted  a  very  stringent  application  of  the  law  in  every 
parish,  so  as  to  stop  indiscriminate  vagrancy ;  would  they  not  suffer  very  much 
from  it? — I  think  not. 

2096.  You  think  they  would  not  suffer  from  instituting  a  more  stringent 
application  of  the  law  ?— I  think  not.  My  idea  of  the  law  is,  that  no  person 
ought  to  receive  parochial  relief  who  can  by  any  possibility  whatever  do  with- 
out  it ;  and  I  think,  if  the  workhouses  are  made  as  comfortable  as  they  ought  to 
be,  that  there  is  no  hardship  in  offering  the  workhouse  test. 

2097.  Chairman.']  I  understood  you  to  say  that  you  do  not  wish  to  have  the 
law  of  bcttlement  abolished  .-—That  is  such  a  large  question,  tiiat  I  hardly  like  to 
give  an  answer  upon  it. 

2098.  You  are  iu  favour  of  the  power  of  removing  under  certain  circumstances  ? 

It  is  a  question  whether  the  practice  which  is  pursued  with  regard  to  lunatic 

paupers  mii>ht  not  be  adopted,  which  would  prevent  the  removal  of  poor  people,  by 
obtaining  onlers  of  maintenance  on  the  settlement  parish  rather  than  shifting  them 
from  one  part  of  the  kingdom  to  another. 

2099.  Mr.  Dodson.]  You  say  you  see  no  objection  to  a  three  years'  residence 
conferring  irremovability ;  should  you  object  to  a  three  years'  residence  conferring 

Q.g^^  '  P  a  settlement  ? 
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Mr,  a  settlement  ? — I  have  not  thought  of  that,  and  lam  not  prepared  to  give  an 

n.e.Chamberlam.  answer. 

2100.  Mr.  KnightJ]  Do  you  think  settlement  or  irremovability  is  best  for  a 

Ig  June  1866.  poor  man? — I  should  prefer  irremovability  to  settlement.  I  think  if  he  were  an 
industrious  man,  that  he  would  not  be  terrified  by  the  fear  of  removal,  but  he 
would  be  anxious  to  go  from  one  place  to  another  where  he  could  get  work. 
But  there  are  instances  of  parlies  who  have  perversely  adhered  to  the  place  of 
their  settlement,  as  if  they  were  to  reap  some  enormous  benefit  from  it. 

2101.  Have  you  many  Irish  in  Leicester  ? — Not  so  many  as  they  have  in  many 
large  towns  ;  we  have  a  good  sprinkling  of  them. 

2102.  Mr.  H.  Herbert.']  Do  you  consider  their  labour  valuable  ?— Undoubtedly. 

2103.  Have  you  had  to  remove  many  of  them? — In  the  whole  of  my  time  we 
have  only  removed  one  family  to  Ireland. 

2 1 04.  Have  you  any  reason  to  believe  that  they  came  to  Leicester  for  the 
purpose  of  receiving  relief,  or  do  they  come^to  Leicester  to  exercise  their  industry 
in  the  placer — I  think  they  come  to  exercise  their  vocation,  whatever  it  may  be, 
not  for  relief  decidedly. 

2105.  ChairmanJ]  Do  they  increase  annually  ?— Probably  there  maybei,Q00 
Irish  out  of  the  70,000  ;   I  should  say  not  more. 

2106.  Who  permanently  dwell  in  Leicester? — Yes. 

2107.  Mr.  Ayrton.]  Men,  women,  and  children  ?— Yes ;  we  have  seldom,  if 
ever,  found  an  Irishman  yet  who  would  consent  to  go  into  the  workhouse. 

2108.  Then  the  test  of  the  workhouse  was  quite  sufficient  ? — Yes. 

2109.  Do  you  have  to  relieve  them  occasionally? — We  never  relieve  them, 
except  they  are  so  ill  that  they  cannot  go  into  the  workhouse. 

2110.  In  cases  of  sickness,  you  give  them  out-door  relief? — Yes;  we  have 
very  few  Irish  apply. 

2111.  Mr.  H.  Herbert.']  Do  you  apply  a  different  test  to  the  Irish  paupers 
requesting  relief  to  what  you  apply  to  the  English  ? — If  ihey  are  the  same  class, 
certainly  not ;  we  offer  the  workhouse  test  to  all  able-bodied  cases. 

2112.  Mr.  Ayrton»]  In  short,  wherever  there  is  a  dispute  between  you  and  the 
pauper  on  any  question,  the  only  solution  to  that  is,  to  offer  them  the  test  of  the 
workhouse  ? — ^It  is  a  fundamental  rule  with  us,  on  the  application  of  every  pauper, 
to  offer  the  test  of  the  workhouse. 

2113.  Can  you  tell  whether  the  wages  which  are  paid  in  Leicester  are  sufficient 
to  enable  the  working  people  to  provide  for  their  families,  if  they  choose  to 
economise  and  contribute  to  the  benefit  societies  of  the  town?— I  think  they  are 
quite  sufficient. 

2114.  Then  when  they  or  their  families  become  chargeable,  is  it  your  opinion 
that,  generally,  it  is  the  result  of  improvidence? — I  am  afraid  it  is. 

2115.  Some  of  it  results  from  the  charge  of  illegitimate  children,  I  suppose  ? 
—  We  have  not  many  cases  of  that  description. 

2116.  Does  any  of  it  result  from  the  habit  of  drinking? — Undoubtedly;  the 
greater  proportion  of  pauperism  is  produced  by  drunken  habits. 

2117.  Do  you  think  that  the  cause  of  their  becoming  chargeable  arises  more 
from  the  drunken  habits  of  the  husband  or  the  wife,  than  from  the  man  being  in- 
capacitated to  maintain  himself? — It  frequently  arises  from  the  drunken  habits  of 
tie  man,  or  the  incapacity  of  the  woman  to  fulfil  her  domestic  duties,  and  make 
the  best  of  the  money  which  her  husband  provides  for  supplying  the  wants  of  the 
family. 

2118.  ChairmanJ]  Do  not  the  females  get  work  in  the  manufactories  very 
early  ? — ^They  begin  to  work  as  children. 

2119.  Mr.  Ayrton.']  They  acquire  very  bad  habits  from  that,  do  they  not  ? — 
Some  of  them  undoubtedly  do ;  I  should  say  the  bulk  of  them  that  work  in  the 
factories. 

2120.  Is  there  much  overtime  in  your  parish? — No,  I  think  not. 

2121.  Mr.  Knight.']  If  a  man  found  he  could  not  maintain  himself  in 
Leicester,  he  would,  on  account  of  the  stringency  of  the  workhouse  test,  remove 
elsewhere? — I  think  he  would. 

2122.  You  think  he  would  rather  go  back  to  his  settlement  parish  than  throw 
themselves  on  your  rates? — Yes  ;  when  we  offer  the  workhouse,  the  parties  say 
that  they  will  go  to  their  own  parish. 

2123.  Is 
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21 23.  Is  the  effect  of  tlie  stringency  of  the  v/orkhouse  test  to  make  them  remove  Mr. 

to  their  own  parish  ?— Yes.  B.  G.  Chamberlain. 

2124.  Cftairman,]  And  sometimes  it  makes  them  find   work? — I  suppose  so,        

because  we  do  not  see  them  again,  19  June  i860. 

2125.  Mr.  Ayrton.]  Is  not  that  a  polite  answer  to  you,  when  you  apply  this 
test  to  them  that,  in  point  of  fact,  they  do  not  remove  themselves,  but  they  find 
work  ? — We  know  that  some  of  them  go  away  from  the  town,  or  at  any  rate  they 
go  away  from  the  parish,  because  we  see  no  more  of  them. 

2126.  Chairman.']  Are  there  many  benefit  societies  in  Leicester? — I  think 
there  are. 

2127.  I  take  it  for  granted  that  the  manner  in  which  the  poor  law  is  adminis- 
tered, or  relief  given  to  the  men,  would  be  greatly  influenced  by  the  grants  from 
the  societies  ? — I  think  so. 

21 28.  If  it  is  a  loss  at  all,  the  people  withdraw  from  the  society  ? — Yes. 

2129.  Do  you  give  any  relief  where  they  belong  to  these  societies? — We  do  in 
case  of  sickness. 

2 1 30.  Are  there  any  sick  clubs  ? — ^Yes,  a  great  many.  The  Odd  Fellows  have 
a  very  laroe  and  extensive  branch  in  Leicester. 

2131.  If  they  apply  for  relief  from  the  parish,  do  they  not  forfeit  their  claim  on 
the  society? — Some  of  the  clubs  are  constituted  in  that  way,  but  not  the  whole  of 
them. 

2132.  Do  some  get  relief  from  a  club  and  the  parish  too  ? — Yes. 

2133.  You  do  not  inquire  whether  they  belong  to  a  club? — We  inquire  of  the 
parties  what  they  are  receiving  from  the  club ;  where  a  man  is  applying  through 
illness,  having  a  very  large  family,  and  it  is  manifest  that  whatever  he  is  getting 
from  the  club  is  insufficient  for  their  support,  we  then  give  them  additional  relief. 

2134.  Mr.  Knight.]  If  he  did  not  belong  to  a  club  the  parish  would  be  obliged 
to  give  him  relief? — Yes. 

2135.  Mr.  Aj/rton.]  Is  there  not  a  feeling  of  self-res|)ect  growing  up  amongst 
the  working  people  that  it'  is  disgraceful  to  apply  to  the  parish  for  relief,  and  that 
they  ought  10  maintain  themselves  ? — ^Yes,  except  in  the  case  of  those  who  are 
hereditary  paupers. 

2136.  Those  represent  the  depraved  set  of  people  who  have  grown  up  under 
the  demoralising  system  which  existed  in  former  times  ? — Yes. 

2137.  The  feeling  now  is  that  they  ought  to  provide  for  themselves  by  sub- 
scribing to  these  societies  ? — I  think  that  feehng  has  been  produced  in  a  great 
measure  by  the  knowledge  that  if  they  are  in  health  and  able-bodied,  they  are 
to  go  into  the  workhouse,  if  they  are  to  have  any  relief  at  all. 

2138.  Therefore  the  stringency  of  the  administration  of  the  poor  law  does  tend 
to  promote  the  moral  elevation  of  the  working  people,  by  causing  them  to  try  to 
improve  their  condition.^ — Undoubtedly  it  does. 

2139.  Do  you  know  whether  there  has  been  a  great  accession  of  Irish  into 
Leicester,  or  do  the  Irish  go  away  with  their  families? — We  have  a  very  large 
number  of  Irish  come  into  Leicester  every  year. 

2140.  Mr.  Barrow.]  I  undertood  you  to  say  that  the  proposal  for  charging 
the  common  fund  upon  ihe  annual  value  was  negatived  by  your  Board,  and  that 
they  uere  in  favour  of  union  rating? — The  Board  is,  1  believe,  in  favour  of  the 
former  course.     Upon  union  rating  a  division  has  been  taken. 

2141.  Mr.  W.  Miles.]  Can  you  give  the  numbers  of  the  division? — I  think 
the  division,  with  30  members  present,  was  something  like  26  to  4. 

2142.  Twenty-six  were  for  union  rating  and  4  against  it  r — Yes. 

2143.  Mr.  Barrow.]  By  union  rating,  do  you  mean  rating  for  the  irremovable 
poor  ?— A  general  union  rating  under  the  provisions  of  the  Poor  Law  Amend- 
ment Act. 

2144.  Chairman.]  I  presume  you  represent  the  opinion  of  your  Board  gene- 
rally ? — Yes,  I  think  I  may  say  the  Board  concur  in  all  the  opinions  which  I  have 
expressed  here  to-day. 

Mr.  James  Joseph  Blakcy  called  in  ;  and  Examined. 

2145.  Chairman.]  I  believe  you  are  clerk  to  the  guardians  of  St.  Saviour's,    Mr.  J.  /.  Blahe. 
Southwark  ? — Yes.  *  * 

2146.  Do  you  express  the  views  of  your  Board  ? — I  believe  I  may  venture  to 
do  so. 
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Mr.  /.  J.  Blake.        2147.  What  has  been  the  result  of  your  experience  as  to  this  Act,  called  the 

Irremovable  Poor  Act? — The  charge  of  irremovable  poor  has  been  gradually  in- 

19  June  i860,     creasing  for  the  last  14  or  15  years,  until  it  now  forms  a  very  large  item  of  the 
whole  expenditure  of  the  imion. 

•2148.  You  speak  with  certainty  that  the  irremovable  poor  have  increased? — 
Yes ;  I  speak  to  that  from  fijiures. 

2149.  Mr.  Dodson.']  Is  St.  Saviour's  in  a  parish  or  a  union? — St.  Saviour's  is 
a  union  consisting  of  two  parishes,  St.  Saviour's  and  Christ  Church,  the  united 
population  of  which  is  37,000,  in  round  numbers. 

2150.  Chairman.']  Will  you  give  the  figures  to  which  you  refer? — I  should 
state  that  I  came  here  at  half  an  hour's  notice,  with  such  ligures  as  I  could  prepare 
upon  the  instant.  In  the  year  1849,  which  is  about  the  earliest  period  at  which 
I  can  venture  to  state  that  the  accounts  were  kept  with  any  accuracy,  so  as  to 
divide  the  cost  of  the  irremovable  poor  from  the  cost  of  the  general  poor  of  the 
union,  the  whole  cost  of  the  indoor  and  outdoor  properly  settled  to  the  union  was 
3,580  /.;  that  is  for  the  half  year  ending  March  1849.  The  cost  of  the  poor  for 
the  same  period  rendered  irremovable  by  the  Act  of  1846,  was  562  /. ;  the  accounts 
recently  made-up  for  the  half  year  ending  March  i860,  show  that  the  poor 
properly  chargeable  both  indoor  and  outdoor  to  the  parish,  would  be  2,200  /.  for 
the  settled  poor,  while  the  cost  of  the  irremovable  poor  under  the  Act  6f  1 846, 
has  increased  to  1 ,265  /. 

2151.  Sir  IF.  Miles.']  How  much  has  the  charge  of  the  irremovable  poor  been 
in  South wark  in  10  years? — It  has  more  than  doubled. 

2152.  Mr.  Knight T]  And  the  general  cost  of  maintaining  the  poor  has 
decreased  ? — Yes. 

2153.  Chairman.]  What  do  you  mean  by  the  general  cost? — The  cost  of  the 
settled  poor ;  of  the  whole  of  the  poor  chargeable  to  the  parish. 

2154.  My.  Knight.]  You  say  that  the  general  cost  oif  maintaining  both  has 
decreased,  while  the  general  expenditure  of  the  relief  for  all  classes  has 
diminished  ?—  No. 

2155.  In  1849  y^"  g^^^  ^^^  ^^^*  ^^  ^^^  settled  poor  as  3,580  Z.,  and  the  irre- 
movable poor  562  /.,  being  together  4,442  I.  In  i860  you  gave  the  cost  of  the 
settled  poor  as  2,207 /.>  ^"^  ^^®  irremovable  poor  1,265/.,  which  together  is 
3,472  /.? — The  whole  cost  is  reduced. 

2156.  Chairman.]  Comparing  the  two  classes  of  poor  you  find  the  irremovable 
poor  has  gradually  increased ;  but  that  that  increase  does  not  exceed  the  increase 
of  the  settled  poor  ? — No. 

^157.  Can  you  account  for  why  the  settled  poor  has  cost  less  than  the  irre- 
movable poor  ? — The  only  reason  I  can  give  you  is  that  we  have  had  a  large 
immigration  of  labour,  from  Ireland  in  particular.  Our  parishes  lie  on  the  water- 
side, uhere  Irish  labour  is  greatly  in  demand,  on  the  wharfs;  and  not  only  that, 
but  in  the  same  period  many  of  these  parties  have  resided  alongside  of  the  river, 
and  the  improvements  in  the  City,  and  other  neighbourhoods,  have  driven  them 
from  there,  and  they  have  come  over  to  us  on  the  southern  side. 

2158.  Where  they  are  well  emplojed? — There  is  no  doubt  they  are,  generally 
speaking,  well  employed ;  but  there  are  periods  when  a  vast  number  of  them  are 
laid  up  by  sickness,  and  come  to  us  for  relief. 

2159.  How  do  you  account  for  the  settled  poor  costing  less  than  they  did  in 
1849.  Is  there  any  connexion  between  the  irremovable  poor  and  the  settled 
poor? — ^They  have  displaced  a  great  many  of  the  poor  who  were  settled. 

2160.  What  has  become  of  the  settled  poor? — I  find  some  diflSculty  in 
accounting  for  their  absence.  It  is  quite  clear  that  there  are  not  so  many  settled 
poor  who  apply  now  as  there  were  formerly. 

2161.  There  has  been  an  immigration  of  fresh  labour? — Yes. 

2162.  Mr.  Ayr  ton.]  Is  it  not  the  case,  that  when  there  has  been  a  greater 
demand  for  the  labour  of  these  people  that  there  has  been  a  great  improvement  in 
their  wages  ? — No  doubt  there  has ;  there  is  a  constant  demand  for  the  labour  of 
these  people,  but  there  are  certain  periods  when  they  become  sick  and  ill,  and  out 
of  work. 

2163.  From  the  improvements  of  other  parts  of  the  town,  you  say  you  have 
had  the  lower  class  of  labourers  thrown  very  much  on  to  your  parish  for  their 
residence? — Undoubtedly. 

2164.  They  continue  to  work  largely  in  other  parts  of  London? — ^They  reside 
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in  one  parish,  a  large  majority  of  them   labouring  out  of  the  district.     I  could    Mr,  J,  J,  Blake. 

give  as  an  instance  the  house  in   which  I  was  born,   which   my  father  rented       

formerly  at  100/.  a  year ;  that  house  is  now  let  out  to  several  families,  and  I      19  Jane  i860, 
have  had  the  mortification  of  seeing  two  or  three  families  come  from  that  very 
house  for  relief. 

2165.  Therefore  you  have  to  maintain  the  irremovable  poor  of  the  metropolis, 
rather  than  the  irremovable  poor  of  your  own  parish? — We  do,  a  large  number. 

2166.  These  are  people  who  come  not  particularly  to  your  paribh  for  work,  but 
to  the  metropolis  generally  ? — Yes. 

2167.  Chairman.']  Do  you  wish  to  convey  to  the  Committee  that  there  had 
been  an  increasing  demand  for  labour  on  the  wharfs,  which  had  attracted  the 
people  into  this  parish  ? — No  ;  I  say  there  is  a  great  demand  for  labour ;  but  there 
are  only  a  few  wharfs  on  our  side  of  the  water  which  call  for  the  labom* ;  they 
labour  on  the  north  side. 

2 1 68.  Why  do  they  come  to  your  side  r — Because  the  residences  are  cheaper. 
I  may  say  that  in  the  parish  of  Christchurch,  within  my  recollection,  35  or  40 
years  ago,  were  the  habitations  of  most  of  the  merchants  and  gentlemen  carrying 
on  business  in  the  City,  who  kept  their  carriages ;  I  heard  that  upwards  of  50  or 
60  carriages  were  kept  in  that  small  parish. 

2169.  Mr.  Ayrton.']  Is  there  not  a  tendency  going  on  among  the  working 
people  to  congregate  together  in  particular  streets  and  localities,  and  in  conse- 
quence of  their  doing  so,  the  wealthier  people  leave  the  neighbourhood,  and  thus 
the  working  people  encroach  and  occupy  the  particular  class  of  houses,  while  the 
rich  go  to  other  parts  of  London,  and  reside  away  from  them  r — ^That  is  undoubt- 
edly so;  J  think  the  Population  Returns  will  show  that  is- the  case,  because  our 
parishes  are  entirely  covered  ;  I  do  not  believe  there  are  half-a-dozen  more  houses 
in  the  parish  than  there  were  20  or  30  years  ago,  but  still  the  population  has 
gone  on  increasing.  The  owners  of  property  in  that  locality  find  that  they  pro- 
duce much  more  by  letting  them  out  in  single  rooms  or  single  floors  to  these 
artisans,  who  pay  them  a  much  higher  rate  in  the  aggregate  than  they  would  get 
from  a  single  tenant  for  the  same  house. 

2170.  Chairman.']  You  have  stated  that  the  charges  increase  very  much,  do 
you  wish  to  have  the  Act  repealed  in  consequence,  or  what  are  your  views  on 
the  subject? — ^The  views  of  the  Board  of  Guardians,  I  believe  to  be,  and  in  those 
views  I  entirely  concur,  that  a  five  years'  residence  is  the  shortest  period  which 
should  entitle  a  party  to  become  irremovable. 

2171.  What  is  the  reason  of  that  opinion ;  do  you  mean  that  you  are  against 
giving  any  facilities  to  persons  to  reside  in  your  parish,  or  at  least  to  acquire  that 
right  of  irremovability  ? — Unquestionably. 

2172.  Is  that  from  a  fear  of  increasing  your  charges  ? — We  have  found  it  has 
so  operated,  and  we  fear  a  still  greater  increase  if  it  is  reduced.  I  have  asked 
our  relieving  officers,  what,  in  their  opinion,  would  be  the  probable  increase  sup- 
posing the  time  were  reduced  from  five  years'  residence  to  a  three  years'  residence ; 
the  opinion  may  be  only  a  speculative  one,  but  they  say  we  should  have  one- 
third  njore  added  to  our  irremovable  charges. 

2173.  What  is  that  opinion  founded  upon;  because  some  people  say  that  per- 
sons who  live  three  years  without  being  chargeable,  would  go  on  for  five  years 
without  being  chargeable  ;  do  you  mean  to  say  that  the  poor  become  chargeable 
as  soon  as  they  possibly  can  ? — A  large  class  of  them  do. 

2174.  Do  you  mean  that  people  who  come  into  your  parish  calculate  that,  if 
they  reside  there  three  }•  ears,  they  will  be  irremovable?— No;  they  come  into 
the  parish  without  any  intention  of  applying  for  relief  at  all.  The  guardians 
generally  avail  themselves  of  the  power  of  sending  them  to  their  proper 
parishes. 

2175.  You  would  not  part  with  the  power  of  removing  them  ? — The  guardians 
would  be  very  desirous  to  retain  that  power. 

2166.  Do  you  still  exercise  it? — We  do  not  exercise  it,  except  in  extreme 
cases.  We  do  not  remove  very  aged  persons,  where  they  have  been  resident  for 
some  time. 

2177.  You  say  that  the  principal  number  of  persons  who  have  come  into  your 
parish  since  this  Act,  are  Irish  ? — ^I  think  three-fourths  of  the  persons  applying 
for  relief  are  Irish. 

2178.  Do  you  remove  them  to  Ireland? — Not  frequently. 

2179.  They  have  not  acquired  a  settlement  in  any  parish  in  England  ? — We 
0.95.  '   ^  P3  do 
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Mr.  J.  /.  Blake,   do  not  ihid  it  so  generally.     They  never  will   lell  us  where  they  come  from,  or 

where  ihey  were  born.     We  can  get  no  information  from  them. 

19  June  i860.  2180.  If  an  Irishman  apph'es  to  you  for  relief,  your  first  inquiry  is,  whether  he 

has  resided  in  your  parish  for  five  years  ? — Yes  ;  and  he  invariably  says  that  he 
has,  and  refers  to  half-a-dozen  people  who  declare  the  same  thing.  We  fre- 
quently detect  frauds. 

2i8i.  Can  you  detect  frauds?— Sometimes  we  can. 

2182.  Then  you  do  not  place  implicit  reliance  on  the  statements  of  the  appli- 
cants?— No,  we  simply  give  them  the  workhouse  test;  that  is,  labour.  We  pay 
them  for  what  they  do.     That  generally  proves  quite  sufficient  for  our  purpose. 

2183.  Do  they  find  work,  or  do  they  go  out  of  your  parish? — They  generally 
find  work. 

2184.  You  have  got  a  check  to  imposture  by  the  workhouse  test? — We  have, 
to  a  great  extent. 

2185.  You  remove  the  Irish,  when  you  can  find  out  where  they  were  born,  or 
their  place  of  settlement ;  but  where  you  can  gain  no  information  as  to  where 
they  were  born  in  Ireland,  you  apply  the  workhouse  test,  and  on  some  occasions 
they  do  not  like  it  ? — No.  They  like  it  for  a  time  ;  but  if  they  can  find  work 
they  always  take  it. 

2186.  Is  it  from  a  careful  inquiry  into  the  cases  of  the  persons  whom  you 
relieve  as  irremovable  poor  that  you  state  that  about  three-fourths  of  them  are 
Irish  ? — It  is. 

2187.  Are  there,  in  this  proportion,  cases  where  the  Irish  go  into  the  work- 
house, or  you  give  out-door  relief? — We  give  no  out-door  relief  to  able-bodied 
men. 

2188.  How  are  these  three-fourths,  being  Irish,  maintained  in  St.  Saviour's? — 
Many  of  them  are  aged,  and  they  are  relieved  in  the  workhouse. 

2189.  Being  Irish? — Being  Irish. 

2100.  Do  you  relieve  any  on  account  of  sickness? — I  have  given  you  the 
whole  amount  of  relief,  including  sickness. 

2igi.  When  you  are  speaking  of  three-fourths  of  the  relief  being  given  to  the 
Irish,  is  three-fourths  of  that  sum  which  you  say  is  now  expended  on  the  irremo- 
vable }ioor  ? — Yes. 

2192.  Have  you  got  any  account  of  the  number  of  Irish  who  are  relieved 
annually  as  irremovable  poor  ? — I  can  prepare  such  a  statement. 

2193.  Are  the  majority  of  these  cases  of  temporary  relief? — No,  I  am  afraid 
the  large  majority  have  now  become  permanently  irremovable,  and  we  relieve 
them  in  the  workhouse 

2194.  You  say  with  regard  to  old  and  infirm  people  that  they  go  into  the 
workhouse,  and  you  do  not  send  them  to  Ireland,  although  you  know  the  parish 
to  which  they  are  removable  ? — No,  I  think  our  union  has  not  sent  any  of  that 
class  of  persons  to  Ireland  within  my  recollection. 

2195.  It  is  a  very  rare  case  then  that  you  send  old  persons  back  to 
Ireland  ? — I  do  not  recollect  such  a  case  having  occurred,  but  1  do  not  remove 
them. 

2196.  You  stated  that  on  the  average  four  families  were  removed  in  the  year, 
do  you  know  anything  of  those  cases  ? — I  do  not,  the  Board  of  Guardians  refer 
them  to  the  overseers  of  the  respective  parishes  ;  they  employ  their  own  ofiicers 
to  relieve  them. 

2197.  Can  you  tell  us  in  what  mode  they  remove  them  ? — By  the  usual  oi'der, 
under  the  hands  of  two  magistrates, 

2198.  Is  there  a  person  who  contracts  to  remove  them  ? — Not  with  us. 

2199.  Are  they  put  on  board  a  vessel  in  the  river,  or  how  are  they  removed? — 
They  are  removed  in  conformity  with  rules  of  the  Poor  Law  Board;  a  messenger 
is  sent  either  to  Liverpool  or  Bristol  with  the  persons  who  are  removed. 

2200.  Have  you  heard  of  any  unfortunate  result  of  removing  Irish  who  have 
perished  on  the  way  ?— Not  from  our  union ;  if  the  persons  are  at  all  ill  or 
sick,  although  there  is  an  order  for  removal,  we  always  keep  them  until  they 
are  perfectly  recovered. 

!22oi.   You  have  stated  that  there  is  an  apprehension  on  the  part  of  the 

guardians  that  they  would  have  one-third  more  irremovable  poor  if  the  period  of 

residence  was  reduced  to  five  years  ;  have  they  calculated  from  what  source  this 

increase  would   come  ?— No ;  I  presume  they  take  their  information  from  the 

relieving  officers.  _ 

2202.  Has 
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2202.  Has  the  question  been  considered  whether  this  period  of  residence  should  jf^.  j,  /,  BMe^ 
be  reduced  or  not  ? — It  has  not  been  officially  considered  by  the  Board.  

2203.  Then  you  merely  state  that  there  is  a  general  sort  of  impression,  which  is  ig  June  1860- 
not  the  deliberate  opinion  of  the  Board,  that  the  period  of  residence  should  not  be 

reduced  ? — Unquestionably    it  is,  because  it  has  been  repeatedly   expressed  on 
several  occasions,  although  not  at  a  meeting  specially  convened  for  that  purpose. 

2204.  I  understood  you  to  state  that  it  has  not  been  considered  by  the  Board 
whether  the  period  of  residence  should  be  reduced  r — Not  at  a  special  meeting  ; 
but  the  guardians  have  so  frequently  expressed  their  opinion  on  that  point,  when 
cases  of  the  kind  have  come  before  them,  that  I  have  no  hesitation  whatever  in 
saying  that  they  are  of  opinion  that  the  period  of  residence  should  not  be  reduced 
from  tive  years. 

2205.  Mr.  Jyrion,']  Is  not  that  opinion  framed  on  the  special  relation  of  your 
parish  to  the  rest  of  the  metropolis,  and  the  fact  that  the  charge  which  falls  on 
your  parish  should  not  extend  over  a  larger  area  so  as  to  embrace  the  parishes 
which  do  not  pay  so  much  to  those  rates  ? — I  think  that  opinion  has  been  formed 
with  reference  to  cases  which  have  come  before  us  without  reference  to  other 
districts. 

2206.  Is  it  not  a  circumstance  which  influences  the  opinion  of  your  guardians 
that  their  parish  is  very  much  the  receptacle  for  a  poor  class  of  people  working  in 
the  metropolis  generally,  and  that,  therefore,  if  there  was  no  work  they  would  be 
persons  who  would  become  chargeable,  and  would  not  be  removable,  and  that 
they  would  in  fact  have  to  relieve  the  poor  of  the  metropolis  f — That,  no  doubt, 
was  the  ground  of  their  opinion. 

2207.  Chairman.']  If  instead  of  their  having  to  pay  for  these  paupers  who  are 
irremovable,  the  charge  was  extended  over  the  metropolis,  so  that  it  would  not  fall 
entirely  upon  them,  the  objection  would  not  exist? — lam  not  prepared  to  say 
that ;  I  think  the  same  objection  would,  in  principle,  remain. 

2208.  Do  the  parishes  in  your  union  pay  in  equal  proportions  to  the  common 
fund  ? — I  think  the  proportions  are  |  and  f. 

2209.  Is  that  considered  fair  r — I  believe  they  are  satisfied  with  it. 

2210.  Those  that  pay  two-fifths  are,  no  doubt  ? — Yes;  formerly  they  paid  much 
less,  but  on  the  last  taking  of  the  averages  I  think  the  larger  parish  had  its 
proportion  increased,  and  the  smaller  parish  had  its  proportion  diminished. 

2211.  Is  Christchurch  a  wealthy  parish  ? — No,  it  is  a  manufacturing  parish; 
they  are  mostly  poor  people. 

2212.  But  their  averages  are  lower  than  the  other  parish? — ^They  are  less ; 
their  gross  rateable  value  is  less  ;  everything  is  less  ;  it  is  a  smaller  parish. 

2213.  Mr.  Barrow.]  What  is  the  rate  in  the  pound  in  each  parish? — In 
Christchurch  it  is  4 5.  in  the  pound;  in  St.  Saviour's  it  is  35.  6  d.  St.  Saviour*s 
has  a  large  fimd  which  is  applicable  to  the  poor  rate,  derivable  from  the  Borough 
Market,  the  rents  of  which  are  applicable  to  the  relief  of  the  poor. 

2214.  Chairman.]  Therefore  St.  Saviour's  is  better  in  that  respect? — Yes, 

2215.  That  is  something  from  which  Christchurch  derives  no  advantage  ? — No. 

2216.  Sir  tV.  Miles.]  How  much  do  you  receive  annually  from  the  rents  of  that 
market  ? — The  Board  of  Guardians  receives  nothing. 

2217.  Then  how  is  it  paid  to  the  poor  ?— It  is  paid  to  the  overseers  of  the 
poor,  in  aid  of  the  poor  rate, 

2218.  How  much  does  it  amount  to  ? — £.  700  or  800  /.  a  year. 

2219.  If  that  amount  were  not  raised  from  the  market,  it  would  have  to  be 
raised  by  the  poor  rate  ? — Yes. 

2220.  Consequently  that  must  be  added  to  what  you  have  given  u6  as  the  rate 
paid  by  the  parish  ? — No  doubt  about  it. 

2221.  Do  you  think  that  that  is  taken  into  the  averages  ? — That  does  not  form 
a  question  in  the  consideration  of  the  averages ;  they  are  framed  on  the  amount 
of  relief. 

2222.  Though  the  averages  are  taken  on  the  amount  expended  in  the  relief  of 
the  poor,  for  a  certain  number  of  years,  this  amount  of  rent  from  the  market  does 
not  come  into  that  expense  ? — Yes,  it  does,  but  not  by  the  Board  of  Guardians ; 
the  Board  of  Guardians  have  nothing  to  do  with  it. 

2223.  Chairman.]  All  they  have  to  do  with  is  the  cost  of  the  reUef  of  the  poor  ? 
— That  is  all ;  the  overseers  carry  it  into  their  accounts,  and  submit  it,  with  the 
poor  rates  collected,  to  the  auditor. 

2224.  Have  you  any  suggestion  to  make  with  respect  to  the  amendment  of  the 
0.95.  p  4  law. 
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Mr.  J.  J.  Biake.    law,  either  as  to  the  mode  of  rating  property,  or  dealing  with  the  Act  itself? — I 

— •      am  clearly  of  opinion  that  it  would  be  more  just  if  the  cost  of  the  irremovable 

19  June  i860,     poor  were  charged  on  the  rateable  value  of  the  property  of  the  parish. 

2225.  You  would  apply  that  to  the  parish  of  St.  Saviour's? — Yes,  where 
we  have  no  poor,  of  course  the  burthen  falls  heavier  on  these  charges  in  pro- 
portion. 

2226.  Supposing  that  that  amendment  in  the  law  were  proposed,  would  there 
be  many  persons  in  your  union  who  would  resist  it? — I  think  they  would,  because 
there  are  only  two  parishes,  and  my  opinion  is,  that  in  one  of  those  two  parishes 
the  property  is  rated  on  a  much  larjjer  scale  than  in  the  other. 

2227.  There  is  not  a  uniform  principle  of  rating? — No. 

2228.  Mr.  Avrton.^  If  there  was  a  re-valuation  of  the  two  parishes,  on  the 
same  basis,  there  would  be  no  objection  on  that  score? — No. 

2229.  Chairman.^  I  presume  petitions  would  be  presented  to  Parliament,  and 
Members  instructed  to  oppose  any  charge  by  those  parishes  which  were  interested? 
— I  am  not  prepared  to  say  that  there  would  be  any  petitions  presented  from  our 
Board,  because  our  Board  have  always  adopted  one  principle  of  attending  to  their 
own  business,  and  not  interfering  un|ess  in  very  extreme  cases. 

2230.  Do  we  collect  from  that,  that  the  guardians  of  your  Board  would  be  in 
favour  of  the  change  which  you  have  just  mentioned  ? — I  think  they  would ;  they 
have  not  been  canvassed  as  to  their  opinion  on  the  subject,  but  from  conversations 
I  have  had  with  them,  I  can  say  that  they  are  in  favour  of  it. 

2231.  You  think  they  would  be  in  favour, of  the  re-valuation? — I  am  not 
prepared  to  say  that. 

2232.  Are  you  prepared  to  say  that  they  are  in  favour  of  the  common  fund 
being  charged  on  the  rateable  value  of  property  ? — I  do  not  think  they  would 
object  to  that,  although  I  have  not  consulted  them  upon  the  point. 

2233.  Mr.  Ayrton.']  Are  you  aware  whether  domestic  servants  go  from 
St.  George's,  Hanover-square,  where  they  cease  to  be  settled  from  leaving  their 
situations,  to  reside  in  the  poor  part  of  your  parish? — No,  I  do  not  think  they  are 
a  class  of  persons  who  come  into  our  neighbourhood. 

2234.  Having  regard  to  the  exceptional  character  of  your  parish,  in  relation  to 
the  metropolis,  would  your  Board  have  any  objection  to  the  abolition  of  the  law  of 
removal,  if  the  area  of  the  charge  for  the  irremovable  poor  of  the  metropolis  were 
extended  ? — I  have  no  hesitation  in  giving  you  their  opinion  ;  they  have  a  strong 
objection  to  the  abolition  of  the  law  o\  removal. 

2235.  Under  all  circumstances? — Yes;  for  this  reason,  that  our  parish  is  the 
focus  for  poor  fron)  all  parts  of  the  country,  because  nearly  all  the  railways 
terminate  in  our  union  ;  they  come  up  by  the  railways  and  get  into  lodgings  very 
readily.     It  is  astonishing  the  number  of  cases  of  that  kind  that  we  have. 

2236.  Chairman.]  They  become  chargeable  on  your  parish  ? — Yes. 

2237.  Mr.  Ayrton.']  But  supposing  the  area  of  charge  were  extended  from 
your  parish  to  the  metropolis  generally,  would  there  be  any  objection,  on  the  part 
of  your  Board,  to  abolish  the  law  of  removal? — I  think  some  objection  would 
still  prevail. 

2238.  In  what  way  ?— Because  they  have  an  objection  to  the  principle  of 
a  universal  rating. 

.  2239.  If,  instead  of  the  poor  coming  into  your  parish  exclusively  from  the 
country  districts,  they  came  into  the  metropolis  generally,  and  were  chargeable  as 
such,  would  the  objection  still  remain  ? — I  think  it  would  to  the  principle. 

2240.  You  object  to  the  abstract  princi[)Ie  ? — I  do. 

2241.  Chairman.]  You  do  not  mean  to  say  that  the  people  settle  in  your  parish 
for  the  purpose  of  acquiring  a  right  to  relief? — I  think  they  do ;  I  had  an  instance 
of  the  kind  last  week.  A  young  woman  came  from  either  Greenwich  or  Wool- 
wich, who  was  anxious  to  get  out  of  her  own  neighbourhood ;  she  went  to  a  coffee 
house,  took  a  lodging  there,  and  we  were  then  bound  to  relieve  her. 

2242.  Do  you  mean  that  she  took  that  lodging  for  five  years? — No;  she  slept 
there  for  a  night,  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  relief. 

2243.  How  did  she  get  relief  by  taking  a  night's  lodging  in  the  coflfee  house  ? 
— ^Because  she  came  to  the  Board  of  Guardians,  and  stated  that  that  was  the  last 
place  where  she  had  slept,  and  that  she  was  in  imminent  danger  from  being  likely 
to  be  confined. 

2244.  That  was  a  case  of  casual  poor,  in  the  first  place,  and  of  a  woman  about 
to  produce  an  illegitimate  child,  in  the  next  ? — Yes.     I  think  it  was  simply  for 

the 
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the  purpose  of  avoiding  the  shame  among  her  own  friends.     The  railway  terminus    ^^'  •'•  •^'  •^^^• 
is  in  our  union,  and  we  have  frequently  cases  of  that  kind  come  to  us.  

2245.  That  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  Irremovable  Act,  but  only  arises  from      '9  J"°®  i860, 
the  misfortune  of  having  the  terminus  in  your  parish  ?—  No  doubt ;  we  could  have 

got  an  order  of  removal  in  the  case  I  referred  to. 

2246.  Mr.  Jyvton.]  Would  not  that  case  be  provided  for  by  the  period  of 
residence  being  six  months,  as  well  as  five  years? — I  am  not  aware  that  it 
would. 

2247.  If  a  person  came  into  your  parish,  and  became  chargeable  the  next  day, 
would  not  your  power  of  removing  that  person,  unless  he  had  acquired  a  six 
months'  residence,  be  as  effective  a  preventive  of  oppression  to  your  parish  as 
if  the  period  of  residence  were  five  years  ? — If  you  reter  to  that  particular  case, 
it  would. 

2248.  In  that  case  the  person  came  into  London,  being  chargeable  on  you, 
because  the  railway  terminus  is  situate  in  your  parish  ? — I  do  not  say  that  the 
whole  of  the  persons  who  become  chargeable,  and  are  resident  in  our  parish,  come 
there  for  the  express  purpose ;  it  was  only  an  instance. 

2249.  Would  not  all  those  cases  be  met  by  a  provision  that  a  person  should 
remain  six  months  to  acquire  the  status  of  irremovability  ? — I  think  if  you  were 
to  do  that,  we  should  seldom  have  a  case  which  would  be  removable. 

2250.  You  have  stated  that  many  cases  occur  from  people  coming  into  your 
parish,  because  it  is  the  site  of  the  railway  terminus,  and  in  a  very  short  time 
they  become  chargeable  ? — We  have  had  such  cases. 

2251.  Would  not  all  those  cases  be  provided  for,  if  the  period  of  residence  were 
limited  to  six  months  ?— Those  cases  would. 

2252.  Then  the  other  class  of  cases  would  be  the  class  of  persons  who  come 
bond  fide  to  the  metropolis  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  employment  ? — I  believe 
the  large  class  of  persons  who  come  to  us,  come  for  employment. 

2253.  What  objection  would  there  be  to  allow  those  persons  to  come  to  the 
metropolis,  if  your  parish  had  to  support  them,  but  the  metropolis  had  to  pay  an 
equal  rate? — The  objection  would  be,  that  ue  should  have  to  bear  our  pro- 
portion. ^ 

2254.  Chairman.']  As  far  as  I  understand,  you  do  not  remove  these  casual 
poor  ? — No. 

2255.  Supposing  a  woman  applies  to  you  for  relief,  who  is  within  three  months 
of  her  confinement,  do  you  remove  such  a  person  ? — In  the  case  I  referred  to,  an 
order  for  removal  was  applied  for,  and  obtained,  but  was  not  executed  for  three 
weeks,  at  which  time  the  woman  walked^away  herself. 

2256.  Do  you  mean  to  say  that  you  are  exposed  to  applications  for  relief  from 
the  casual  poor,  because  the  railway  terminus  is  within  your  parish? — I  think  we 
have  a  great  number  of  applications  from  that  cause. 

2257.  Is  it  because  you  should  be  able  to  remove  each  person,  that  you  do  not 
wish  to  part  uith  the  power  of  removal,  and  that  you  think  the  period  of  residence 
should  not  be  reduced  ? — No,  I  do  not  wish  it  to  be  understood  that  it  is  to  meet 
that  class  of  persons  that  the  objection  is  made ;  it  is  made  to  meet  the  other 
class  equally. 

2258.  Would  you  object  to  a  person  who  had  lived  in  a  parish  for  three  or  four 
years,  living  in  the  union  without  losing  his  irremovability  ? — I  do  not  think 
there  would  be  any  injustice  in  such  an  alteration  as  that.  I  should  not  object  to 
it,  and  I  do  not  think  the  Board  of  Guardians  would. 

2259.  Mr.  Ayrton^  Would  there  be  any  objection  to  the  man  moving  about 
the  whole  of  the  metropolis  in  search  of  work? — I  think  there  would  be. 

2260.  Why  ? — Because  I  conceive  the  principle  of  non-removal  is  founded  on 
the  fact  of  a  man  living  in  a  parish,  and  devoting  his  labour  and  service  to  that 
parish.,  which  he  could  not  do,  if  he  were  running  all  over  the  metropolis. 

2261.  Getting  rid  of  these  abstract  principles,  is  there  any  relation  between  the 
one  thing  and  the  other ;  suppose  a  man  is  employed  in  one  house,  and  is  residing 
four  or  five  or  twenty  streets  off*,  when  he  is  out  of  employment  or  falls  ill  is  there 
any  reason  why  one  parish  rather  than  the  other  should  contribute  to  the  relief  of 
that  man  ? — Not  that  I  am  aware  of. 

2262.  Therefore  in  principle  and  in  justice  the  whole  of  the  metropolis  ought 
to  contribute  to  his  relief  if  he  falls  sick,  having  come  to  the  metropolis,  and 
having  worked  in  the  metropolis  ? — I  do  not  entertain  that  opinion. 

2263.  Chairman.']  Do  your  relieving  oflScers  preteud  to  know  anything  of  the 
0.95.  Q  circumstances 
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Mr.  J.  J.  Blake.   Circumstances  of  people  who  are  not  really  settled  in  your   parish   when   tbey 

apply  for  relirf?— They  naake  an  investigation  Into  every  case,  and  report  it  to 

19  June  i860,      the  Board  of  Guardians. 

2264.  Your's  is  a  populous  parish,  and  you  have  a  constant  accession  of  people, 
owing  to  the  railway  termini  being  in  your  parish ;  what  is  the  system  which  your 
relieving  oflScers  adopt  when  the  people  who  come  by  the  trains  apply  for  relief? 
Upon  every  application  for  relief,  they  first  take  the  name,  then  the  residence  of 
the  parties,  where  tbey  last  came  from,  and  whether  they  have  gained  a  settlement 
in  any  other  place. 

2265.  They  make  these  inquiries  before  they  relieve  them? — All  this  is  done 
before  they  relieve  them.  Then  if  it  is  a  case  in  which  they  can  legally  give  relief, 
tliey  do;  but  if  it  is  a  case  in  which  they  think  imposition  is  being  attempted  to 
be  practised  on  them,  they  give  an  order  for  relief  in  the  workhouse,  and  leave 
the  Board  of  Guardians  to  deal  with  it. 

2266.  Then  the  relieving  officer  makes  these  inquiries  of  every  person  who 
applies  for  relief? — Yes. 

2267.  The  first  inquiry  he  makes  is  whether  he  has  any  settlement  elsewhere? — 
He  inquires  all  the  particulars  of  the  person. 

2268.  Do  the  Board  of  Guardians  expect  when  a  relieving  officer  comes  to 
state  the  number  of  persons  who  apply  for  relief,  that  he  is  fully  informed  of  the 
circumstances  of  those  paupers,  as  well  as  the  places  from  which  they  comer — 
They  do;  he  keeps  a  book,  in  which  he  writes  down  all  the  particulars;  he 
attends  the  Board  meeting  with  his  book,  and  reads  his  entries ;  and  then  the 
Board  of  Guardians  decide  whether  his  case  is  proper  to  be  relieved. 

2269.  Then  they  exercise  a  discretion  upon  what  the  relieving  officer  states  of 
the  circumstances  of  the  applicant  ? — They  form  their  oun  opinion  from  his  notes^ 
and  also  having  the  pauper  before  them. 

2270.  They  do  not  rely  on  any  uniform  test  which  they  apply,  in  the  mode  of 
giving  relief? — No;  they  do  not  in  every  case  administer  what  we  call  the  test  by 
offering  the  workhouse,  if  the  relieving  officer  is  of  opinion  that  it  is  a  case  which 
is  fairly  entitled  to  be  relieved  out  of  the  woakhouse. 

2271.  Would  not  offering  the  workhouse  at  first  be  a  ready  mode  of  ascer- 
taining whether  a  man  is  a  proper  object  of  relief? — In  some  cases  the  guardians 
think  it  would  be  an  act  of  cruelty  ;  there  are  instances  arise  in  which  they 
think  so. 

2272.  Are  there  not  all  kinds  of  opinions  among  guardians  as  to  what  circum-^ 
stances  justify  relief? — I  am  happy'to  say  that  our  Board  are  generally  unanimous 
in  what  they  do. 

2273.  Do  you  mean  that  they  have  reduced  the  mode  in  which  they  give  relief  to 
any  rule? — The  njode  in  which  ihey  give  relief  is  this  :  eight  or  ten  guardians  sit  at 
the  table,  the  chairman  first  gives  his  opinion,  and  then  he  looks  round  to  see  if  any 
gentleman  wishes  to  say  anything,  and,  if  no  gentleman  dissents,  that  is  the 
decision. 

2274.  Mr.  AyrtonJ]  Do  you  ever  administer  out-door  relief  to  able-bodied 
poor  ? — No. 

2275.  Chairman.']  If  an  able-bodied  states  that  he  is  in  a  condition  in  which 
he  cannot  live,  or  cannot  labour,  do  you  tell  him  to  go  into  the  house  ? — As  a 
rule,  that  is  the  answer  given  to  him  ;  there  are  exceptions  to  that  rule. 

2276.  Have  you  any  male  adults  in  the  house  who  are  able-bodied? — Yes; 
but  there  are  not  a  great  many  at  this  time. 

2277.  Mr.  AyrtonJ]  Do  you  give  relief  for  illegitimate  children  residing  with 
their  mothers  ? — ^That  is  invariably  refused. 

2278.  Chairman.']  They  are  always  relieved  in  the  house? — Yes. 

2279.  Do  you  believe  it  to  be  possible  to  have  some  rigid  test  to  apply  to  all 
persons  applying  for  relief,  by  which  you  could  at  once  ascertain  whether  they 
are  persons  who  are  able  to  work  for  themselves,  or  not  ? — I  do  not  think  y6u  can 
have  a  more  satisfactory  test  than  that  which  is  now  applied. 

2280.  It  does  not  seem  to  be  used  according  to  any  rule,  because  the  relieving 
officer  inquires  into  all  the  circumstances  of  the  pauper  ;  he  details  them  at  the 
meeting  of  the  Board  ;  and,  then,  according  to  the  discretion  of  so  many  of  those 
who  are  present,  it  is  determined  whether  he  shall  be  relieved  or  not;  is  it  not  so? 
— ^A  great  deal  depends  upon  the  report  of  the  relieving  officer. 

2281.  Sir  W.  Miles.]  The  pauper  has  likewise  an  appeal  to  the  Board,  has  he 
not  ? — The  pauper  is  always  present  at  the  table* 

2282.  Chairman.'] 
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2282.  Chairman.']  So  that  after  bearing  what  your  relieving  officer  has  to  say,    Ux>  J.  J.  Blakt. 

and  what  the  paaptr  has  to  say,  you  determine  upon  what  relief  you  will  give  ? —       '- — 

Exactly.  idJuneiSOo. 

2283.  But  if  he  insists  upon  being  relieved,  is  it  anything  beyoad  offering  him 
the  test  of  the  workhouse  ? — No,  that  is  the  ultimate  result. 

2284.  There  is  no  other  ultimate  result  to  which  you  can  come  ? — There  are 
oases  in  which  we  refuse  relief. 

2285.  The  attendance  of  the  guardians  is  not  always  the  same,  is  it  ? — They 
fluctuate  ;  we  have  17  guardians,  and  we  generally  get  half  of  them  to  attencL 

2286.  But  not  always  the  same  half? — There  are  generally  two  or  three  who 
are  eon:stant  attendants. 

2287.  What  class  of  persons  generally  attend  ;  what  situation  in  life  are  they  I 
— Our  chairman  is  a  merchant  in  the  city,  having  premises  in  the  borough  ;  our 
vice-chairman  is  a  physician,  a  gentleman  of  education  and  position,  and  the  others 
are,  generally  speaking,  well  to  do  tradesmen,  some  wholesale  and  some  retail. 
They  are  constant  attendants. 

2288.  How  many  retievtng  officars  have  you  ? — Two. 

2289.  They  sometimes  differ  about  the  persons  who  should  be  relieved? — No; 
I  have  known  the  Board  of  Guardians  dissent  from  their  report.  They  have 
recommended  a  case  for  relief,  and  I  have  said,  do  you  not  think  you  might  do  so 
and  so.  We  have  diflfered  with  the  relieving  officer ;  we  do  not  invariably  adopt 
his  recommendation. 

2290.  I  presume  the  poor  who  are  settled  in  St.  Saviour's  do  not  reside 
there  ? — Very  few ;  the  guardians  made  it  a  rule,  in  consequence  of  some 
difficulty  that  arose  a  few  years  ago,  of  refusing  to  relieve  non-resident  cases. 

2291.  Have  there  not  been  many  who  were  settled  in  St.  Saviour's  who  ac- 
quired the  right  of  irremovability  elsewhere? — I  am  not  aware  of  any. 

2*292.  You  complain  of  the  operation  of  the  Act,  of  people  coming  from  other 
parishes  to  gain  irremovability  ? — Yes. 

2293.  Do  not  you  set  off  against  that  the  number  of  those  who  go  from  your 
parish  and  acquire  irremovability  elsewhere  ?—  Yes. 

2294.  You  are  in  the  neighbourhood  of  populous  parishes? — ^No  doubt;  the 
adjoining  parishes  are  very  populous,  and  are  equally  bad  off  with  ourselves,  St. 
George's  particularly.     The  class  of  population  there  is  very  low. 

2295.  Mr.  Dodson,]  Does  the  employment  of  the  Irish  on  the  wharves 
fluctuate  ? — There  are  certain  periods,  particularly  in  the  winter,  after  heavy  frosts 
when  they  are  unable  to  work  in  the  docks,  and  on  the  water  side,  and  then  they 
become  chargeable  according  to  the  duration  of  the  weather. 

2296.  Mr,  Ayrton.]  Do  you  believe  that  at  other  periods  they  receives  sufficient 
wages  to  enable  them  to  provide  against  these  casualties? — ^They  do;  generally 
speaking  they  are  industrious.  I  do  not  think  they  come  into  the  parish  from  any 
desire  to  be  paupers. 

2297.  Are  you  aware  whether  the  employers  are  in  the  least  actuated  by 
any  possibility  of  the  people  they  employ  becoming  chargeable  to  you  or  not? 
— Not  the  least  in  the  world ;  1  do  not  think  half  of  them  know  where  their 
men  live. 

2298.  Mr.  Dodson.]  Are  the  men  who  work  on  the  wharves,  principally  Irish  ? 
— The  large  majority  of  them  are  Irish, 

2299.  Are  the  Irish,  as  a  class,  more  improvident  than  other  working  men  ? — 
I  am  not  aware  that  they  are  more  improvident ;  I  think  they  spend  all  they  get 
in  the  first  instance ;  if  a  man  is  out  of  work  on  Saturday,  we  generally  see  him 
about  Tuesday. 

2300.  Do  you  think  that  is  more  the  case  with  the  Irish  than  with  the 
English? — No,  I  do  not  think  it  is  more  so;  I  think  they  are  equally  improvident 
in  that  respect. 

2301.  Mr.  AyrtonJ]  Is  there  much  drunkenness  in  your  parish? — I  am  sorry 
to  say  there  is. 

2302.  Is  that  one  of  the  principal  causes  of  applications  for  relief? — My 
opinion  is,  that  two-thirds  of  the  pauperism  of  the  country  is  attributable  to  habits 
of  drunkenness. 

2303.  Is  that  the  case  in  your  own  parish  ?^— I  think  so. 

2304.  Sir  W.  Miles.']  You  stated  that  there  are  about  four  removals  to  Ireland 
in  the  year  ? — On  the  average. 

2305.  Are  there  many  removals  taother  parts  of  England  ? — Yes^a  great  number. 
0.95.  Q  2  2306.  Can 
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Mr.  J,  J.  Bhhe.       2306.  Can  you  state  what  have  been  the  number  of  removals  for  the  last  three 

years  to  other  parts  of  England?— I  do  not  think  I  can  form  a  correct  opinion 

19  June  1P60.     upon  that,  but  if  I  were  to  say  that  the  number  of  removals,  from  the  two  parishes, 
amounted  to  50,  I  think  I  should  be  near  the  mark. 

12307.  Have  you  any  idea  at  what  expense  those  removals  have  taken  place  ? 
— No,  I  have  not. 

2308.  The  accumulation  of  poor  is  so  great  in  your  union,  that  were  it  not  for 
the  power  of  removal,  you  would  be  inundated  with  paupers  ? — I  think  the  cost 
of  maintenance  would  be  materially  increased. 

2309.  Do  you  find  that  the  Irish,  if  they  apply  for  relief  at  all,  generally 
speaking,  apply  during  the  first  two  or  three  years  of  their  residence;  or  do  you 
find  that  they  know  they  become  irremovable  at  the  expiration  of  five  years,  and 
that  they,  consequently,  take  care  to  keep  themselves  off  the  rates,  until  those  five 
years  are  accomplished  ? — I  think,  generally  speaking,  they  know  the  law  as  well 
as  our  poor  law  oflScers  do,  because  directly  they  are  asked  how  long  they  have 
lived  in  the  parish,  their  answer  is,  five  years. 

2310.  That  is  the  first  thing  that  you  have  to  consider? — Yes. 

2311.  You  find  that  very  of\en  their  statements  are  fallacious? — We  liave 
found  instances  of  that. 

2312.  You  are  afraid,  if  the  period  of  residence  were  reduced  from  five  years 
to  three  years,  to  render  them  irremovable,  that  the  number  of  cases  would  be 
much  larger  than  they  now  are? — I  think  the  diflSculty  of  arriving  at  the  truth  of 
their  statements  would  be  much  greater. 

2313.  Chairman.']  Is  it  not  more  diflScult  to  discover,  over  a  period  of  five 
years,  whether  a  man  has  had  more  than  one  residence,  than  it  is  over  three  years  ? 
— They  would  more  readily  say  three  years  than  they  would  five  years. 

2314.  But  you  would  more  readily  discover  whether  they  spoke  the  truth? — 
I  think  not. 

2315-  It  is  more  easy  to  discover  where  a  man  has  lived  during  three  years, 
than  during  five  years  ? — Yes  ;  but  it  is  more  difficult  for  him  to  prove  that  he 
has  lived  in  a  particular  place  five  years  instead  of  three. 

2316.  That  is,  assuming  that  the  onus  of  proving  that  lies  upon  him  ? — Yes. 

2317.  Mr.  Aj/rlon.]  Is  a  man  removed  because  he  has  an  Irish  brogue  ? — We 
generally  ask  him,  and  in  many  instances  the  name  is  quite  sufficient;  Sullivans 
and  O'Briens  are  names  which  are  quite  familiar  to  us.  We  generally  ask  them 
where  they  were  born,  and  the  general  answer  to  that  question  is,  that  they  have 
lived  here  five  years. 

2318.  Do  you  find  a  practice  prevails  in  your  parish  of  the  Irish  people  keeping 
in  your  parish  by  leaving  their  wives  behind  them,  or  having  a  room  which  they 
lock  up,  when  they  go  into  the  country  to  work  so  as  to  be  able  to  give  evidence  of 
their  continuous  residence  ? — We  have  had  numerous  instances  in  which  they  run 
away,  when  their  wives  are  confined,  leaving  them  chargeable  to  the  parish. 

2319.  Do  they  take  any  means  to  be  able  to  prove  that  they  have  lived  five  years 
in  your  parish,  by  either  hiring  a  room,  which  tiiey  lock  up,  or  leaving  their  wives 
behind  ? — I  do  not  think  they  adopt  that  mode. 

2320.  Mr.  Dodson.]  Do  you  think  a  man  knowing  that  if  he  keeps  himself  off 
the  rates  for  five  years  he  acquires  irremovability,  acts  as  a  great  incentive  to 
industry  by  keeping  these  men  off  the  rates? — I  think  it  does  in  many  instances. 

2321.  Mr.  AyrtonJ]  Would  it  not  be  better,  if  labour  was  redundant,  that  they 
should  go  away  altogether  to  some  other  place  where  they  might  get  a  chance  of 
peru:anent  employment,  rather  than  remain  and  hang  upon  you  for  a  period  of 
five  years  ? — I  think  the  evil  would  only  ensue  again,  because  others  would  come. 

2322.  Chairman.']  Your  apprehension  is  chiefly  from  an  influx  of  Irish  ? — Yes, 
that  is,  so  far  as  regards  irremovable  poor. 

2323.  You  think  more  Irish  would  come? — Yes,  we  have  localities,  in  fact, 
where  lodging-houses  are  kept  by  people  from  Ireland,  and  our  firm  conviction 
is,  that  they  invite  their  relatives  over  to  their  different  houses. 

2324.  That  is  only  when  there  is  an  increased  demand  for  labour,  because  they 
do  not  invite  them  to  come  over  to  share  their  poverty  ? — I  do  not  think  they  at 
all  consider  that  point 

2325.  You  think  Irish  attract  Irish  ?— I  think  they  conceive  that  they  are 
better  off  here  thati  they  are  at  home. 

2326.  Mr.  Ayrton.]  Do  you  mean  that  the  poor  law  is  administered  more 
laxly  here  than  it  is  in  their  own  country  ? — I  do  not  mean  that.     They  have  a 

much 
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much  better  chance  of  employment,  and  they  think  they  are  better  remunerated.     Mr.  J.  J,  Blah*. 

I  do  not  think  it  is  with  any  improper  motive  that  they  ask  them  to  come  here ;        ' 

but  it  is  the  fact  they  do  bring  them  here.  >9  J«ne  i860. 

2327.  Mr.  Dodson.]  Do  the  Irish  join  the  benefit  societies  ? — I  am  not  able 
to  give  any  answer  to  that  question. 

2328.  Mr.  Ayrton.]  Do  English  mechanics  and  labourers  keep  themselves  oflF 
the  rates  by  subscribing  to  the  benefit  societies  ? — I  think  they  do.  One  of  the 
questions  put  is,  whether  they  belong  to  a  club  or  to  a  slate,  as  it  is  called,  where 
the  money  is  divided  perhaps,  once  a  month. 

2329.  Chairman.]  Do  you  refuse  them  relief  if  they  belong  to  a  benefit 
society  ? — Certainly  not. 

2330.  Mr.  Ayrton.]  Do  you  take  into  account  the  money  they  receive  from 
a  benefit  society  ? — If  their  families  are  large,  and  we  do  not  consider  that  what 
they  receive  from  the  benefit  society  is  sufficient  for  the  support  of  their  families, 
we  give  them  relief  in  kind,  such  as  bread  or  meat,  or  something  like  that. 

2331.  Mr.  Knight.']  You  would  give  them  more,  if  they  did  not  belong  to  the 
club? — We  should  possibly  offer  them  the  workhouse;  or  give  them  relief  in 
another  form. 

2332.  Mr.  Ayrton.]  You  sometimes  give  out-door  relief  to  people  who  belong 
to  benefit  societies,  whereas,  if  you  did  not,  you  would  offer  them  the  work- 
house?— ^We  do  not  give  money  to  persons  who  are  in  the  receipt  of  money,  or 
who  are  able-bodied. 

2333.  Do  you  give  out-door  relief  in  kind  to  able-bodied  people? — ITiere 
may  be  particular  cases  ;  not  as  a  rule. 

2334.  Mr.  Knight.]  Are  the  rates  higher  in  your  parish  than  they  were  20 
years  ago  ? — I  think  they  are  rather  higher.  We  are  now  raising  4  s.  in  the 
pound. 

2335.  I  believe  only  about  half  that  is  for  the  relief  of  the  poor? — The  poor- 
rate  is  4  s.  in  the  pound. 

2336.  What  was  the  whole  sum  in  this  year  that  you  expended  for  the  relief 
of  the  poor  ? — I  cannot  tell  from  memory. 

2337.  Sir  W.  Miles.]  Is  there  any  other  suggestion  which  you  wish  to  offer,  as 
to  any  alteration  which  you  think  necessary  in  the  Act  ? — If  I  were  to  express 
my  individual  opinion,  1  think  it  would  be  desirable  to  put  some  limit  upon  the 
time  in  which  persons  should  be  removed  out  of  England  to  Ireland. 

2338.  What  would  those  limits  be? — I  should  say  from  seven  to  10  years. 

2339.  If  they  have  been  resident  seven  or  ten  years  in  your  parish,  you  think 
ought  to  be  removed? — No. 

2340.  Would  you  give  them  a  settlement  in  your  parish  ? — Wherever  they  had 
lived  five  years. 

2341.  You  would  be  for  rendering  what  is  now  irremovability  settlement? — 
Not  a  settlement,  exactly  ;  a  man  may  have  resided  in  one  parish  five  years,  and 
he  may  go  to  a  parish  where  he  may  not  be  chargeable. 

2342.  You  would  be  in  favour  of  not  removing  him  to  Ireland  ? — Not  after  he 
has  been  absent  from  his  country  seven  or  ten  years. 

2343.  If  they  want  relief  to  what  parish  or  union  should  they  go  ? — Where- 
ever  they  have  resided  for  a  period  which  would  render  them  irremovable. 

2344.  You  would  not  allow  the  mere  fact  of  their  being  absent  two  or  three 
nights  from  their  parish  to  break  their  irremovability  ? — ^I  should  give  the  parish 
where  they  became  chargeable  the  power  of  removing  them  to  where  they  had 
been  living  five  years. 

2345.  That  is  a  settlement? — ^Yes;  that  would  in  fact  be  giving  them  a 
settlement. 


0.95.  Q  3 
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Veneris^  22*  die  Junii,  1860. 


MEHBEBS   PRBSElfT. 


Mr.  Barrow. 
Mr.  Beccroft* 
Mr.  Dodson. 
Mr.  Koight 
Mr.  Lockhart. 


Mr.  Maguire. 
Sir  WiHiam  MOes. 
Mr.  ToUemacbe. 
Me.  Villiers. 


The  Right  Hon.  C.  VILLIERS,  in  the  Chair. 


Mr.  Alfred  Moore^  called  in  ;  and  Examined. 

Mr. A. Moore.         2346.  Chairman.]  ARE  you  one  of  the  overseers  of  Leeds? — I  am  one  of 

.        the  relieving  officers. 

32  June  i860.  2347.  How  long  have  you  been  so? — For  13  years. 

2348.  You  have,  of  course,  had  occasion  to  consider  the  effect  of  the  Irre- 
movable Act  ?— I  have. 

2349.  It  has  been  in  operation  during  the  whole  time  that  you  have  heen  at 
Leeds,  has  it  not? — Shortly  after  I  got  into  office  it  was  just  commencing 
operation. 

2350.  Will  you  state  to  the  Committee  what  your  experience  of  that  Act  has 
been,  so  far  as  it  has  had  any  operation  either  upon  the  property  or  upon  the 
poor  ? — So  far  as  the  township  of  Leeds  is  concerned  it  has  very  materially 
increased  its  burdens. 

2351.  Leeds  is  one  township,  is  it? — Yes. 

2352.  What  is  the  population  of  the  township  ? — One  hundred  and  one 
thousand,  in  1851. 

2353.  Can  you  state  to  the  Committee  the  rateable  value  of  that  township  ? — 
No,  I  have  not  got  that  here. 

2354.  Can  you  state  in  figures  what  has  been  the  increase  since  the  Act  to 
which  I  have  referred  came  into  operation  ? — I  can  give  you  the  return  of  the 
irremovable  poor  for  the  last  year,  and  also  the  numbers  in  the  last  week's  pay- 
ment, being  the  twelfth  week  in  this  quarter. 

23,55.  You  stated  that  it  has  greatly  increased  the  burden  upon  rateable  pro- 
perty in  the  township  ? — Yes,  I  will  explain  that.  Prior  to  the  passing  of  the 
Act  the  small  parishes  used  to  pay  for  their  own  poor  while  they  were  resident 
with  us,  but  settled  with  them  ;  but  immediately  upon  the  passing  of  that  Act 
the  whole  of  that  class  of  poor  were  thrown  upon  us,  so  that  we  had  to  examine 
the  whole  of  the  cases^  and  wherever  they  were  removable  they  were  removed. 

2356.  I  suppose  the  same  thing  occurred  to  your  poor  not  residing  in  Leeds 
but  dwelling  in  other  parishes? — Yes  ;  but  there  was  nothing  like  the  number. 

2357.  Your  charge  at  first  was  greater  than  it  has  been  since? — Yes,  it  has 
gradually  diminished  ;  but  I  apprehend  that  some  portion  of  that  diminution  is 
owing  to  the  better  state  of  trade.  I  do  not  attribute  all  the  diminution  to  the 
decrease  of  irremovability,  but  to  the  state  of  trade,  being  in  a  much  better  position 
than  when  the  Act  first  came  into  operation ;  the  famine  fever,  which  occurred 
in  1847,  caused  a  very  great  amount  of  the  increase  of  relief  in  the  large 
towns. 

2358.  You  found  yourselves  with  a  great  number  of  persons  not  settled  there, 
but  who  had  been  dwelling  there  for  five  years  witbettt  beinfi^  gbargeable  c — 
Yes. 

2359*  Do  you  trace  any  effect  in  this  law  in  inducing  paupers  to  come  out  of 
other  parishes  to  reside  in  Leeds  for  a  period,  and  to  acquire  irremovability  in 
that  town  ? — ^Tbere  is  an  inducement  offered  by  the  many  charitable  institutions 
and  medical  establishments  which  there  are  in  Leeds. 

2360.  Have 
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2360.  Have  those  establisbnients  been  there  for  a  long  time  ? — A  great  many      Mr«  it  Moore. 
years.  " 

2361.  They  have  always  been  an  attraction  ?— Yes.  m  June  i860. 
^362.  You  had,  before,  the  power  of  removing  those  people  ? — We  had. 

2363.  Do  you  consider  that  the  poor  calculate  at  all  upon  this  advantage,  of 
upon  not  being  removed  when  they  come  into  Leeds  ? — Many  of  them  do. 

2364.  Are  you  familiar  with  any  instances? — I  have  a  very  particular  instance 
now  in  the  workhouse ;  a  man  whom  we  bad  removed  to  his  place  of  settlement, 
came  back  and  managed  to  struggle  through  five  yeans,  and  when  the  five  years 
were  expired  he  came  and  made  application  for  relief  the  day  after. 

2365.  Do  you  know  what  his  peculiar  object  was  in  seeking  to  remain  in 
Leeds?— The  better  class  of  relief  received  in  Leeds. 

2366.  I  suppose  he  obtained  employment  during  those  five  years  ? — He 
struggled  through ;  he  was  a  man  between  50  and  60,  he  was  an  assistant  in  one 
of  the  dye-works. 

2367.  Had  he  a  family  ? — No ;  but  he  was  older  than  I  have  stated  in  con- 
stitution. 

2368.  Was  he  infirm  ? — Not  exactly  ;  but  he  was  not  a  strong  able-bodied 
man. 

2369.  Had  he  a  family,  or  any  relations  at  Leeds  ? — He  had  a  daughter. 

2370.  That  would  be  a  case  in  which  you  would  have  removed  him  to  his  place 
of  settlement  if  you  could  ? — Yes;  he  has  been  in  the  workhouse  for  about  four 
years  since  that  time. 

2371.  Can  you  state  that  people  come  out  of  the  neighbouring  parishes  to 
acquire  that  irremovability  in  Leeds  ? — No,  not  as  a  general  rule. 

2372.  You  do  not  say  that  there  is  any  calculation  on  the  part  of  the  poor, 
that  to  get  on  to  the  parish  is  an  advantage  ? — Not  by  coming  out  of  other 
parishes  into  ours ;  but  being  once  in  our  parish  they  take  care  not  to  remove 
again,  they  work  in  the  small  villages,  but  they  keep  their  homes  in  our  larger 
parish. 

2373.  Were  you  in  the  habit,  before  the  Act  came  into  operation,  of  removing 
a  great  number  of  persons  annually  ? — Yes. 

2374.  Can  you  state  to  the  Committee,  how  many  ? — I  cannot ;  I  know  that 
the  number  was  great,  having  had  the  whole  of  the  removals  copied  out. 

2375.  It  is  to  be  found  in  the  books  at  Leeds  ? — ^Yes. 

2376.  Can  you  give  the  Committee  any  idea  of  the  number  of  removals, 
speaking  from  recollection  ? — No. 

2377.  Was  it  100  in  a  year? — I  should  say  more. 

2378.  What  is  the  number  now  ? — ^I  do  not  think  there  is  much  diminution. 

2379.  ^^^  ^he  removals  now  as  numerous  as  before  ? — I  think  they  are. 

2380.  Do  vou  think  that  people  do  not  remain  often  five  years  without  becom- 
ing chargeable? — If  they  make  application  we  endeavour  to  ascertain  that  by  a 
strict  investigation,  and  if  so  to  remove  them. 

2381.  Do  you  know  anything  about  the  persons  who  apply  for  relief,  that  is 
to  say  as  to  the  time  they  have  lived  there  without  having  become  chargeable  ?— 
Yes. 

2382.  What  is  the  usual  time? — It  varies  a  good  deal  as  to  their  occupation 
and  employment ;  we  have  a  variety  of  manufacturers  in  Leeds,  and  if  they  are 
employed  in  any  one  of  the  principal  manufactures,  they  endeavour  to  remain 
with  us,  wherever  they  may  be  settled ;  there  is  no  doubt  that  they  know  their 
irremovability  will  be  strictly  investigated,  and  if  they  are  removable  they  will  be 
removed  to  the  parishes  to  which  they  belong. 

2383.  Do  you  find  that  any  people  live  there  for  three  or  four  years  and  then 
become  chargeable  ? — ^Yes,  repeatedly ;  and  for  shorter  periods  too. 

2384.  Is  there  any  arrangement  made  to  cause  breaks  in  their  residence  on  the 
part  of  the  parish  officers  ? — Not  at  Leeds. 

2385.  Does  the  parish  officer  make  any  inquiry  about  it,  with  a  view  to  ascer- 
tain whether  they  are  acquiring  irremovability  ? — ^The  relieving  officer  jnvariably 
does  when  they  become  chargeable,  but  not  before. 

2386.  Before  they  become  chargeable,  is  there  any  system  resorted  to  before 
the  five  years  have  expired  to  induce  ihem  to  break  their  residence  ? — Not  in  the 
least.     I  never  knew  of  an  instance. 

2387.  You  are,  I  presume,  against  reducing  the  period  from  five  to  three 
years  ? — I  am  decidedly  opposed  to  the  reduction. 

0.95.  Q4  2388.  Why? 
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Mr.  A.  Moore.         2388.  Why  ? — I  am  opposed  to  the  whole  principle  either  of  five  years  or  three 

years.     I  think  the  old  statute  of  Elizabeth,  giving  open  relief,  is  the  proper 

22  June  i860,  one.  I  think  that  pauperism  is  a  national  and  not  a  local  matter;  we  do  not 
make  paupers  in  certain  localities,  but  it  is  a  national  matter  and  ought  to  be  dealt 
with  nationally. 

2389.  Then,  if  I  understand  you,  you  would  have  no  removals? — No;  nor 
settlements. 

2390.  Mr.  Beecroft.']  You  would  do  away  with  the  removal  of  the  poor?— 
Yes,  and  give  free  scope  to  labour. 

2391 .  Mr.  Knight^  And  have  a  national  rate  r — Yes  ;  or  very  largely  extended 
districts. 

2392.  Chairman.']  But  I  suppose  you  recommend  and  are  actually  engaged  in 
the  removal  of  paupers  now  wherever  it  can  be  done  ? — Yes. 

2393.  Sir  W.  Miles.']  Do  you  think  that  the  removal  operates  very  much 
against  the  poor  personally  ? — I  think  it  operates  very  injuriously  to  the  poor. 

2394.  That  is  your  reason  for  recommending  a  sort  of  national  rate  or  a  larger 
area  ? — Yes. 

2395.  Have  you  ever  turned  your  attention  to  a  county  rate  ? — I  have. 

2396.  How  would  that  operate  in  Yorkshire,  do  you  think  ? — Yorkshire  is  a 
very  large  county,  and  if  you  made  it  in  counties  you  would  have  to  deal  with  the 
other  small  counties;  so  that  the  extension  would  not  be  equal  throughout 
England.  I  think  for  Yorkshire  it  would  answer  the  purpose,  as  it  is  so  large  a 
county. 

2397.  Yorkshire  might  be  divided  in  the  west  into  a  manufacturing  population, 
and  in  the  north  and  east,  generally  speaking,  into  a  rural  population  ? — Yes. 

2398.  Do  you  not  think  that  it  would  act  very  harshly  upon  the  north  and 
east,  when  you  came  to  throw  the  poverty  of  the  west  upon  them  ? — I  do  not 

2399.  Why  not,  it  would  be  shifting  the  burden,  would  it  not? — I  think  that 
the  burden  ought  to  be  borne  either  nationally,  or  in  very  extended  districts. 

2400.  If  the  north  pays  on  the  average  3^.  j\d.  per  annum  for  the  poor,  and  the 
west  pays  5 J.  6rf.,  would  not  the  ratepayers  in  the  north  be  very  much  damaged 
by  the  adoption  of  that  system  ? — ^They  would  feel  very  much  aggrieved,  I  have 
no  doubt. 

2401.  Then  it  is  only  a  theory  of  yours;  you  do  not  think  that  the  population 
would  like  it? — I  do  not. 

2402.  '^T.  Knight]  Do  you  think  that  the  present  Poor  Law  works  well  in 
Leeds,  or  badly  ? — It  has  very  materially  increased  the  burden  since  the  passing 
of  the  Act  of  1 846. 

2403.  Mr.  JDodson.]  Are  these  opinions  which  you  have  been  expressing, 
respecting  irremovability,  your  own  individual  opinions,  or  would  the  Board  of 
Guardians  that  you  represent,  concur  in  therh  ?— I  have  no  doubt  that  they  would 
concur  in  them. 

2404.  Mr.  Beecroft.]  You  say  that  you  would  do  away  with  the  actual 
removal  of  the  poor ;  would  you  make  that  a  permanent  system  ? — Yes ;  the 
non-removal  of  the  poor.     I  would  make  permanent. 

2405.  What  would  you  suggest  in  lieu  of  it  ?  — I  would  suggest  this  ;  I  would 
take  out  orders  of  maintenance,  and  not  have  orders  of  removal ;  if  you  keep  up 
settlement,  I  would  advise  the  taking  out  of  orders  of  maintenance  in  a  similar 
manner  to  what  you  do  in  the  case  of  lunatics,  so  that  the  poor  would  never  be 
removed. 

2406.  Sir  W.  Miles.]  Do  you  mean  orders  of  maintenance  from  their  settled 
parishes  ? — Yes. 

2407.  Mr.  Beecroft.]  And  you  would  make  it  compulsory  ? — Yes  ;  the  same 
as  it  is  now  with  the  removal  orders.  If  we  obtain  an  order  of  removal  upon  the 
parish  of  the  settlement  they  are  bound  to  receive,  unless  they  appeal  and  show 


cause  agamst  it. 


2408.  Sir  W.  Miles.]  They  frequently  do  not  appeal  but  pay  for  the  poor, 
still  allowing  them  to  reside  in  your  parish? — Yes;  but  in  later  years  we  have 
removed  in  every  instance  where  we  have  taken  out  an  order. 

2409.  Then,  if  I  understand  you  correctly,  you  wodd  stop  the  removal,  but 
get  an  order  of  maintenance  from  the  settled  parish  ?— Yes ;  and  so  prevent 
expense. 

2410.  Mr. 
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12410.  Mr.  Dodson.^   Do  you  think  that   system   would   be  consistent  with      ^r.  A.  Moore. 
economy  ? — I  do,  if  there  was  a  proper  class  of  ofl&cers  to  keep  a  proper  super- 
Tision  over  them ;  but  the  officers  should  also  keep  a  proper  supervision  over      ^^  ^^^  *^^* 
the  poor  of  every  other  parish,  the  same  as  their  own,  and  have  the  system 
universal. 

2411.  Do  you  think  that  the  officers  would  keep  up  as  sharp  a  supervision 
if  they  were  spending  the  money  of  another  parish,  as  they  would  keep  up  over 
their  own  ? — I  do  ;  if  the  Board  of  Guardians  gave  proper  instructions. 

2412.  You  were  speaking,  in  answer  to  a  question  from  the  Chairman,  of  a 
case  of  a  particular  individual  who  came  to  Leeds,  who  struggled  on,  to  gain 
irremovability;  and  you  said  that  his  temptation  was  the  better  class  of  relief 
that  he  would  get  there  than  he  did  in  the  parish  he  came  from? — Yes. 

2413.  Are  you  particularly  liberal  in  your  administration  of  the  Poor  Law  at 
Leeds? — ^I  think  the  in-door  relief  is  one  of  the  most  liberal  in  the  kingdom. 

2414.  That  perhaps  accounts  for  the  increase  of  the  irremovable  poor? — No, 
we  have  not  workhouse  room  to  make  it  anything  adequate  to  the  proportion 
of  the  increase ;  we  are  building  a  new  one ;  our  old  one  will  only  hold  200 
inmates. 

2415.  Are  you  more  liberal  than  the  adjoining  parishes  in  giving  out-door 
relief?  —  I  do  not  think  there  is  any  parish  in  the  kingdom  that  is  more 
liberal. 

2416.  Do  you  think  that  that  does  not  tend  materially  to  the  increase  of  your 
pauperism  ? — I  have  no  doubt  it  does  to  some  extent. 

2417.  Bm  the  Board  of  Guardians  are  in  favour  of  that  hberal  system  .•' — 
They  are. 

2418.  Are  the  rate  payers  generally  in  favour  of  it? — If  there  is  any  outciy 
about  a  poor  person  being  stringently  dealt  with,  the  ratepayers  are  rather  in 
favour  of  an  increase  of  the  relief  than  of  diminishing  it. 

2419.  You  think  that  if  the  guardians  endeavoured  to  administer  relief  more 
stringently,  the  public  feeling  of  the  ratepayers  would  be  against  them  ? — 
I  do. 

2420.  Mr.  Beecroft.']  Does  a  large  portion  of  the  lowest  class  of  the  popu- 
lation work  in  the  out  townships,  and  reside  in  Leeds  ? — Yes. 

2421.  When  out  of  work,  they  are  thrown  upon  Leeds  ? — Yes,  they  are. 

2422.  Provided  they  have  attained  the  irremovability  given  by  five  years' 
residence  ? — Yes. 

2423.  Mr.  Knight.]  In  what  townships  do  they  work  ? — Roundhay  is  one, 
Temple  Newsonie  is  another. 

2424.'  What  other  is  there  ? — ^They  go  out  as  far  as  Swillington,  Garforth,  and 
Harewood  ;  and  to  almost  all  the  surrounding  agricultural  districts  within  a 
distance  of  seven  or  eight  miles. 

2425.  To  other  places  ? — To  almost  all ;  there  are  many  small  places  that  they 
go  to. 

2426.  Sir  W.  Miles.']  I  understood  you  to  state,  in  answer  to  the  Chairman's 
question,  that  there  were  several  charities  in  Leeds  ? — Medical  charities. 

2427.  They  are  not  charities  that  pay  actual  money  to  what  are  called  the 
second  poor  ? — No. 

2428.  You  stated,  did  you  not,  thai  those  charities  were  partly  the  reason  why 
«o  many  people  came  into  Leeds  ^ — Yes ;  I  have  known  cases  which  have  been 
brought  in  from  the  villages  in  question,  especially  fever  cases  ;  we  have  a  large 
house  of  recovery,  and  to  get  rid  of  the  burden,  they  send  them  in  by  a  person 
who  is  not  responsible,  in  a  cart,  and  put  them  down  in  the  streets,  and  some 
have  taken  them  in. 

2429.  I  suppose  when  one  of  those  persons  recovers,  if  he  comes  upon  the 
parish,  he  is  immediately  removed  back?— Yes;  but  in  the  fever  hospital  they 
cost  our  parish  12  s.  3  rf.  a  week  each. 

2430.  I  understood  you  to  say  it  was  a  charity  r — Yes ;  it  is  partly  supported 
by  contributions ;  but  where  they  are  paupers',  they  are  charged  to  us,  those 
parties  having  no  means  of  paying,  and  they  come  in  with  the  idea  of  getting 
better  attendance. 

2431.  During  the  time  that  they  are  ill,  the  burden  is  partly  on  the  parish  of 
Leeds,  which  ought  to  have  been  on  their  own  township  ?— Truly. 

2432.  By  which  the  ratepayers  are  considerably    fleeted  ?— Yes. 

0.95.  R  2433.  Mr. 
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Mr.  A.  Moore.         2433.  Mr.   Knight.]  What  are  the  unions  in  which   those  places  which  you 
—       have  mentioned  are  situated  ? — The  unions  vary;  we  are  surrounded  by  unionS; 
99  June  i860.      Barvvick-in-EIm^t,  Carlton  Union,  Great  Preston  Union,  North  Bierley  Union, 
and  Devvsbury  Union. 

2434.  Are  you  a  native  of  Leeds  ? — ^Yes. 

243.').  The  trade  of  Leeds  has  enormously  increased,  has  it  not,  since  you  'were 
a  boy  ? — Yes,  it  has. 

2436.  I  find  these  figures,  that  the  population  has  increased  from  30,000  in 
1801,  to  101,000  in  1851  ? — Yes. 

2437.  ^^'^  I  ^Iso  find  that  the  property  tax  in  1815  was  103,000/.  a  year ;  and 
in  1843,  28  years  afterwards,  it  was  343,000/.,  an  increase  of  very  much  more 
than  treble  in  that  number  of  years? — Yes,  1  have  no  doubt  of  that. 

2438.  But  that  could  not  have  taken  place  without  that  great  increase  of  popu- 
lation ;  if  you  had  still  only  30,000  you  could  not  have  increased  in  wealth 
without  a  larger  accumulation  of  people  ? — No,  if  we  had  not  the  poorer  class 
of  the  population. 

2439.  ^^^^  impossible  that  you  couid  have  collected  that  numl)er  of  poor  people 
without  the  pauperism  of  the  town  increasing  also  ? — It  is. 

2440.  You  must  have  a  fringe  of  pauperism  round  every  large  increase  of  the 
poorer  class  of  people? — No  doubt. 

2441.  In  fact  that  increase  of  the  poorer  class  of  people  has  worked  very  great 
good  for  Leeds,  and  they  have  caused  that  increase ;  but  it  is  prol»able  that  many 
places  within  eight  or  ten  miles  of  Leeds  nill  be  agricultural  districts ;  have 
you  the  same  amount  of  value  from  their  work  that  you  had  ? — If  there  has  not 
been  the  same  capital  expended  there  will  not  be  the  same  realisation  of 
profit. 

2442.  If  they  have  not  had  that  great  advantage  from  the  work  of  the  people 
that  they  have  in  Leeds,  1  want  to  know  why  you  think  they  ought  to  pay 
equally  for  the  relief  of  the  pauperism  of  that  population  of  which  there  has  been 
such  an  enormous  increase? — I  find  in  one  or  two  of  the  neighbouring  townships 
that  the  poor  cost  them  about  4^.  in  the  pound  ;  in  one  township^  1  J  d.  You 
will  find  that  at  Roundhay,  which  is  in  the  Great  Preston  Union,  the  rate  which  is 
from  the  last  return  obtained  by  the  Poor  Law  Board  in  1852,  was  4^.  in  the 
poimd,  and  you  will  find  that  at  Farnley^  which  is  in  the  Carlton  Union,  it  was 
only  lid. 

2443.  Sir  IV.  Miles.]  Do  the  gendemen  who  carry  on  their  business  in  Leeds 
go  out  to  live  in  Roundhay  and  Farnley? — In  Roundhay  they  do. 

2444.  It  is  generally  occupied  by  gentlemen  who  have  their  business  in  Leeds, 
and  vvho  live  there  for  the  sake  of  breathing  fresh  air?— Yes,  or  who  live  inde- 
pendently there. 

2445.  Mr.  Beecroft.]  Persons  who  have  made  their  money  in  Leeds,  and  who 
reside  outside  ? — Yes. 

2446.  Is  that  the  case  with  several  of  the  out  parishes? — Tes  ;  in  Headingley, 
which  is  another,  the  cost  of  the  poor  is  7i  ^'^ ;  at  Potter  Newton  it  is  4  J  rf. 

2447.  D^  y^w  think  that  the  gentlemen  who  have  made  their  fortunes  in  Leeds 
by  carrying  on  business  in  Leeds,  and  who  go  out  to  live  in  the  neighbouring 
parishes,  ought  to  have  the  same  rate  placed  upon  them,  which  is  occasioned  in 
a  certain  way  by  a  mass  of  people  coming  there  to  their  own  manufactories? — 
Some  of  those  people  work  in  those  villages,  but  they  reside  with  us. 

2448.  Are  some  of  them  manufacturing  villages  ?- — No  ;  they  are  agricul- 
tural or  rural. 

2449.  You  think  it  a  grievance  that  gentlemen  who  have  made  their  money  in 
Leeds,  and  reside  a  little  way  out,  but  who  conduct  all  their  business  in  Leeds, 
should  not  contribute  more  largt ly  to  the  rate  of  Leeds  than  they  now  do? — I 
do  ;  I  think  we  ought  not  to  be  paying  1  s.  10  d.,  when  they  are  getting  oflf 
for  4  d. 

2450.  Chairman.]  You  would  not  fix  it  merely  upon  gentlemen  who  had  made 
their  fortunes  in  Leeds  ? — No. 

2451.  You  are  of  opinion  that  those  neighbouring  parishes  ought  to  assist  the 
townshif)  of  Leeds  in  the  maintenance  of  the  poor  ? — Yes,  I  do. 

2452.  Mr.  Barrow.]  The  pauperism  arising  in  part  from  the  labour  employed 
by  those  persons  who  are  resident  in  Leeds  in  the  cultivation  of  those  villages  ? 
—Yes. 

2453.  Chairman.] 
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2453.  Chairman^  What  I  understood  you  to  say  was,  that  you  did  not  appre-      Mr.  A.  Moore. 
hend  any  great  danger  or  injury  to  the  property  of  your  township   if  there  were       : 

no  removals,  and  people  were  permitted   to  come  freely  into  Leeds  and  obtain      ««  J^"**  i**>* 
relief  when  they  were  in  distress  ? — I  should  wish  to  have  an  extended  area  ;  I 
mean  a  sort  of  national  poor  rate,  or  a  county  or  district  rate.     I  have  already 
stated  that  I  am  opposed  either  to  settlement  or  removal. 

2454.  You  are  not  opposed  to  the  liability  attached  to  property  for  the  support 
of  the  poor  ? — Certainly  not. 

^455.  Then  you  would  not  charge  any  property  in  particular,  but  make  a  rate 
upon  the  property  of  the  whole  kingdom  ? — Yes,  that  is  now  rateable  to  the  poor. 

2456.  With  your  experience  as  a  relieving  officer,  how  would  you  propose  to 
administer  relief  under  such  a  system  ? — By  local  management  and  a  central 
head  as  it  is  now. 

2457.  What  is  local  management;  is  it  management  that  depends  upon  local 
knowledge  of  the  circumstances  of  the  people  residing  in  a  locality  ?-- Yes  ;  with 
a  Board  of  Guardians. 

2458.  How  would  you  prevent  imposture  r — By  employing  a  better  class  of 
officers,  or  as  good  a  class  of  officers  as  can  be  procured. 

2459.  ^  presume  you  will  admit  that  there  is  more  vigilance  on  the  part  of  the 
guardians,  when  they  know  that  it  is  their  own  property  they  are  administering  ? 
—  I  do  not  know  that  we  have  such  instances  as  that;  ours[uardians  do  not  inves- 
tigate the  cases,  but  they  place  great  confidence  in  their  officers. 

2460.  Do  you  think  they  would  administer  a  national  rate  as  carefully  as  they 
would  administer  rates  to  which  they  personally  contributed? — 1  have  no  doubt 
of  it ;  they  would  have  partly  to  contribute  then,  and  I  think  that  an  intelligent 
Board  of  Guardians  would  use  the  same  supervision  over  a  natiotial  fund  us  over 
a  local  one. 

2461.  Sir  W.  Miles.']  How  do  you  think  it  would  be  at  a  time  of  pressure  at 
Leeds,  if  you  had  a  national  rate;  do  you  not  think  that  they  would  wish  to  keep 
their  poor  as  comfortable  as  possible,  and  that  they  would  not  use  the  same 
discrimination  that  they  do  now,  when  they  know  that  the  total  burden  must  be 
thrown  on  their  own  shoulders  ? — I  apprehend  not. 

2462.  Chxiirman.]  Will  you  give  the  Committee  au  idea  of  the  principle  upon 
which  you  proceed  in  relieving  the  poor  now.  A  man  comes  to  you,  whom  you 
never  saw  before,  and  of  whom  you  know  nothing ;  he  says  he  is  destitute  and 
wants  relief;  how  do  you  deal  with  him  ? — This  is  the  form  of  application  that 
is  made  {handing  in  the  same).  We  question  the  man  upon  the  statements  in 
the  various  columns  in  that  form  of  application,  and  we  then  go  and  visit  the 
case,  to  see  if  every  part  of  ihe  statement  is  strictly  correct.  If  we  have  a  doubt 
about  the  earnings  of  any  part  of  the  family,  we  have  printed  forms  that  we  send  * 
round  to  the  manufacturers,  requesting  them  to  give  us  upon  that  a  statement  of 
the  wages  for  the  last  six  weeks,  and  we  strike  an  average ;  we  are  very  freely 
supplied  with  this  information ;  we  obtain  it  at  once,  and  by  this  means  we  detect 
a  very  great  amount  of  imposition. 

2463.  There  is  a  great  deal  of  imposture,  is  there  not  ? — No  doubt. 

2464.  This  applies  to  the  class  of  persons  who  reside  in  Leeds,  about  whom 
you  obtain  information  froui  their  employers,  past  or  present? — Yes. 

2465.  What  do  you  do  with  those  persons  who  come  into  the  town,  and  of 
whom  you  know  nothing? — If  they  have  had  any  residence,  we  are  sure  to  find 
some  one  about  in  the  neighbourhood  who  can  give  us  information. 

2466.  People  travel  very  quickly  nowadays;  they  can  come  by  ciieap  trains, 
and  from  what  used  to  be  called  considerable  distances ;  suppose  that  20  de.<;titute 
persons  apply  to  you  for  relief,  how  do  you  deal  with  those  casual  cases  ? — If 
they  are  simply  \'agrants,  and  have  no  homes,  we  admit  them  into  the  mendicity 
office. 

2467.  They  are  supposed  to  leave  the  town  in  themornintr;  do  you  mean 
that  they  do  so,  or  do  they  remain  longer  with  you  ? — They  do  not. 

2468.  Those  are  regular  vagrants? — Many  of  them  are  regular  vagrants; 
others  come  and  state  that  they  are  in  search  of  work. 

2469.  Suppose  a  period  of  distress,  not  only  in  Leeds  but  in  other  places 
around,  and  a  large  influx  of  people  came  in  requiring  relief,  hotf  ^00 Id  you 
deal  with  them  at  Leeds  ? — We  should  relieve  tl>em  under  the  pressure;  but  the 
same  viailance  cannot  be  used  at  such  a  time  as  that.     I  kiww  what  rt  was  in 
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Mr.  J. Moore.     1847  and  1849,  when  there  was  a  great  pressure;  you  cannot  use  the  same 

-       vigilance  then  as  in  ordinary  times. 
i«  June  1Z60.  2470.  You  would  then   be  obliged  to  relieve  persons  of  whom   you   knew 

nothing  ? — Yes,  temporarily,  until  we  could  make  further  inquiries. 

2471.  Have  you  got  any  system  of  administering  relief  that  would  not  attract 
such  people  to  your  township,  but  rather  induce  them  to  go  away  ? — I  think 
that  the  Poor  Law  Board  wisely  issued  an  order,  some  six  or  seven  years  ago,  m 
which  they  ordered  that  every  able-bodied  man  should  be  set  to  test-labour,  upou 
receiving  relief,  and  that  has  been  carried  out,  I  have  no  doubt,  with  great  benefit 
in  the  township  of  Leeds. 

2472.  Do  you  believe  that  that  would  protect  you,  if  you  applied  your  own 
principle  of  extending  the  area  very  largely? — Yes,  in  addition  to  our  new 
workhouse. 

2473.  You  think  that  between  the  test  of  relief  and  the  workhouse,  you  would 
have  sufficient  means  to  prevent  imposture  under  all  circumstances? — With  vigi- 
lant officers. 

2474.  How  many  have  you  at  Leeds  r — ^Four. 

2475.  Are  they  enough,  do  you  think,  for  the  township  ? — Yes,  quite,  under 
present  circumstances;  in  1847  we  had  assistants. 

2476.  How  do  the  guardians  decide  upon  the  cases ;  is  it  merely  upon  the 
evidence  of  the  relieving  officer? — No;  the  parties  appear  before  them  unless 
they  are  sick ;  and  then  the  medical  officers  advise  with  the  Board. 

2477.  You  give  relief  without  referring  to  the  Board  of  Guardians,  who  sit 
once  a  week  ?— Yes;  if  it  is  a  destitute  case  I  give  relief  in  kind,  in  the  mean- 
time, from  one  sitting  of  the  Board  to  another. 

2478.  Do  the  guardians  know  anything  about  any  case,  except  from  the  infor- 
mation ihey  obtain  from  the  relieving  officer  ?t— The  parties  come  before  them, 
and  the  evidence  taken  from  the  man  or  woman's  own  lips  is  presented  to  the 
Board,  and  questions  from  the  statements  on  that  paper  is  asked  them. 

2479.  Y^"  h^^^  obtained  this  information  previously  to  the  sitting  of  the 
Board  ? — Yes :  when  a  man  comes  to  make  an  application  I  take  down  his  state- 
ment, and  I  then  go  to  visit  the  case,  and  ascertain  whether  the  circuuistances 
stated  are  correct,  and  that  is  placed  before  the  Board,  and  they  cross  examine 
the  individual. 

2480.  I  presume  that  they  afford  relief  entirely  upon  the  information  collected 
by  the  relieving  officer? — Principally  so,  I  confess. 

2481.  How  many  guardians  have  you  at  Leeds? — Eighteen. 

2482.  How  many  attend  on  Board  days  ? — On  the  average  there  will  be  about 
two-thirds  who  attend  the  year  round,  and  often  more. 

.  2483.  Mr.  Dodson.']  You  spoke  of  not  affording  relief  to  a  family  without  a 
test;  have  you  an  out-door  test? — Yes,  that  is  the  test,  that  no  person  shall 
receive  out-door  relief  unless  he  is  put  to  test-labour. 

2484.  What  is  that  r — It  was  at  one  time  stone-breaking  and  sweeping  the 
streets,  but  latterly  we  have  had  sufficient  work  for  them  on  the  new  workhouse 
grounds  ;  the  men  have  been  sent  there  under  a  vigilant  superintendent 

2485.  Sir  W.  Miles.]  How  many  persons  will  the  new  workhouse  contain  ? — 
It  is  to  contain  800 ;  then  we  have  an  industrial  school,  which  contains  400 
more. 

2486.  But  you  could  scarcely  apply  the  test  when  the  workhouse  would  only 
contain  200  persons? — Not  the  workhouse  test. 

2487.  In  Leeds,  then,  you  are  really  only  just  beginning  the  workhouse  test 
now  ? — It  is  not  fairly  begun  yet. 

2488.  Is  it  your  opinion  or  not,  that  when  you  have  completed  the  new  work- 
house, and  you  are  able  to  apply  the  test,  your  rates  will  be  diminished  r — I  do 
not  think  they  will  be  much  diminished  from  what  they  are  now. 

2489.  Do  you  find  that  when  you  give  a  pauper  an  order  for  the  workhouse  he 
dislikes  to  take  it,  and  remains  out,  rather  more  than  he  would  if  you  ^lave  him 
out-door  relief? — A  young  man  will,  not  an  elderly  person. 

2490.  They  have  no  objection  to  breaking  up  their  residences? — Their  homes 
are  such  that  they  have  litde  or  nothing  to  break  up. 

2491.  Chairman.]  Of  what  class  are  the  paupers  that  you  relieve  generally ; 
are  they  elderly  or  infirm  people,  or  young  persons? — The  principal  pari  of  them 
are  widows  with  children,  the  aged  and  infirm,  male  and  female.     I  have  only  one 
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man  able  to  work,  in  my  own  district,  with  a  population  of  25,000 ;  the  able-     Mr-  A.  Moor^^ 
bodied  men  now  relieved  are  mostly  relieved  on  account  of  sickness^  

2492.  You  do  not  find  that  people  seek  relief  unless  they  are  actually  out  of      •«  J"ne  i86c. 
work,  do  you? — Sadly  too  much. 

^493-  Do  you  prevent  that  by  your  mode  of  administering  relief? — Yes,  the 
out-door  test ;  it  is  compulsory  for  able-bodied  men,  and  I  think  it  is  a  very 
excellent  thing.  Prior  to  the  issuing  of  the  order  of  the  Poor  Law  Board  it  was 
not  so  ;  the  guardians  could  give  a  man  two  months'  relief  without  applying  any 
test. 

2494.  When  did  they  give  relief  in  that  sort  of  way  ? — Prior  to  the  issuing  of 
that  order,  six  or  seven  years  ago ;  it  was  Sir  John  Trollope,  I  think,  who  intro- 
duced  it. 

2495.  Sir  W.  Miles. 1  Supposing  you  give  out-door  relief  to  an  able-bodied 
person,  what  would  he  earn  in  a  day,  and  in  what  way  should  you  give  the 
relief? — He  is  sent  to  the  new  workhouse  grounds  now ;  we  have  sufficient  employ- 
ment for  the  men  there  in  making  roads,  and  in  breakintr  stones  for  the  roads. 

2496.  I  want  to  know  what  they  can  earn  a  day  ? — We  do  not  let  them  earn ; 
we  give  theru  a  prescribed  amount ;  it  is  in  the  earning  system  thai  the  evil 
Jies. 

2497.  Mr.  Barrow.l  You  feed  them,  and  get  the  work  from  them  ? — According 
to  the  number  in  a  family  we  give  them  relief;  we  give  half  in  money  and  half 
in  kind. 

2498.  Chairman.l  You  set  them  to  work,  and  pay  them  for  what  they  do  ? — 
We  give  them  a  prescribed  amount,  according  to  the  number  in  family. 

2499.  Sir  W.  Miles.']  Take  the  case  of  an  able-bodied  man  and  his  wife,  with 
four  children,  what  do  you  do  with  them? — He  will  appear  before  the  Board,  and 
they  will  make  an  order  to  put  him  to  test- work,  and  he  has  to  be  paid  half  in 
money  and  half  in  kind. 

2500.  At  the  expiration  of  the  week,  how  much  is  that  man  paid  ? — Seven 
shillings ;  35.  6d.  in  money,  and  35.  6  d.  in  bread  and  groceries. 

2501.  Mr.  Barrow.]  To  maintain  six  of  them  ? — Yes  ;  but  then  the  hours  are 

limited ;  he  only  goes  to  work  at  eight  o'clock  in  the  morning  and  leaves  at  four 

.in  the  afternoon,  and  many  of  them  are  hawkers;  we  keep  them  in  the  middle  of 

the  day  on  purpose  that  they  may  not  be  mixing  relief  with  independent  labour ; 

we  know  that  they  earn  more  money  during  the  remainder  of  the  day. 

2502.  Chairman.]  Have  you  very  few  of  those  people  now  ? — Ten  is  the  whole 
number  for  the  entire  township. 

2503.  Sir  W.  Miles.]  Are  they  constantly  shifting  if  they  are  able-bodied  ? — 
Yes,  they  do  not  stop  above  a  few  days ;  we  find  the  present  labour  test  answer 
the  purpose  exceedingly  well ;  when  they  were  sweeping  the  streets  they  used  to 
go  round  to  respectable  houses  begging. 

2504.  Chairman.]  When  distress  prevails,  I  suppose  a  great  number  of  able- 
bodied  persons  do  apply  to  you  for  relief? — Yes. 

2505.  Have  you  any  rule  as  to  those  as  distinguished  from  the  persons  you 
describe  as  hawkers  ? — Yes,  if  they  are  able-bodied. 

2506.  If  able-bodied  you  apply  the  labour  test  to  them  ? — Yes. 

2507.  When  they  suddenly  lose  their  employment,  do  you  find  that  they  have 
been  in  the  habit  of  putting  by  anything  ? — Very  few  of  them. 

2508.  Are  there  any  benefit  societies  in  Leeds? — ^There  are  many  benefit 
societies,  but  not  for  people  out  of  employment. 

2509.  Chiefly  for  the  relief  of  sickness  ? — Yes,  and  in  cases  of  death. 

2510.  Sir  IV.  Miles.]  Do  many  labourers  deposit  money  in  savings  banks? 
— Yes,  many  of  them  do  that ;  but  there  is  a  much  greater  number  of  them 
belonging  to  societies  called  the  .*'  Foresters,"  or  the  **  Odd  Fellows ;"  but  these 
are  not  for  the  payment  of  money  when  they  are  out  of  employment,  but  when 
they  are  sick. 

2511.  Chairman.]  Do  you  always  make  the  inquiry  whether  they  belong  to 
any  benefit  society  ? — Yes. 

2512.  Do  you  withhold  relief  from  them  if  they  do? — No;  if  there  is  not 
sufficient  coming  in  from  the  sick  fund,  then,  of  course,  relief  is  given  ;  and  those 
nrjcn  are  perhaps  more  liberally  dealt  with  than  the  others  would  be  in  conse- 
quence of  their  provident  habits. 

2513.  Ii  has  been  during  the  last  six  or  seven  years  that  the  system  has  been 
more  stiictly  acted  upon  in  giving  relief? — Yes,  it  has  been  compulsory. 
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Mr,  A.  Moon.         2514.  It  has  been  only  during  the  last  six  or  seven  years  that  you  have  admi- 

nistered  relief  more  suictly  as  you  have  stated  ? — ^Yes,  since  the  order  was  issued. 

S8  June  1S60.  2515.  In  your  opinion  has  any  evil  followed  from  that?— No;  great  good. 

2516.  But  no  evil  ? — No. 

2517.  Is  that  in  accordance  with  the  feeling  of  the  men  in  the  town  generally  r 
— I  have  no  doubt  it  is. 

2518.  There  are  no  real  complaints? — No. 

2519.  You  have  no  doubt  that  pauperism  depends  a  great  deal  upon  the  mode 
in  which  relief  is  administered  ? — No  doubt  it  does. 

2520.  You  believe  that  there  is  nothing  in  the  circumstances  of  the  place  that 
should  make  pauperism  necessary  ? — No,  not  all. 

2521.  It  results  from  improvidence,  perhaps,  and  from  bad  habits?  —  Yes; 
and  hereditary  pauperism. 

2522.  Have  you  many  such  cases  that  you  can  trace  back  to  former  genera- 
tions ? — When  I  went  there  13  years  ago  there  was  an  immense  number,  but  they 
have  got  worn  out ;  the  relief  has  been  diminished ;  and,  from  the  time  I  went 
there,  my  own  district  has  dropped  down  in  expenditure  from  l8o  L  per  week,  to 
30  /.  per  week,  while  the  population  has  been  increasing. 

2523.  Your  population  is  not  redundant  ? — No ;  cottage  property  is  con- 
tinually rising  up,  and  it  gets  occupied. 

2524.  Does  not  the  removal  of  paupers  add  to  your  expenses? — Very 
materially. 

2525.  And  you  say  that  you  never  lose  an  opportunity  of  doing  so  ? — ^No  ;  in 
order  to  break  the  residence^  the  decision  in  the  courts  being  that  removal  is 
breakage. 

2526.  Has  it  been  considered  by  the  Board  of  Guardians  whether  it  is  worth 
while,  in  a  place  so  little  over-peopled,  to  remove  the  poor  at  all?— I  do  not 
know  that  it  has. 

2527.  You  say  that  you  have  a  system  by  which  you  prevent  imposture.  You 
do  not  complain  of  the  population  being  so  great  in  number,  but  you  go  to  the 
expense  of  removing  paupers ;  I  suppose  you  are  subject  to  expense  in  litigation  ? 
— No  doubt,  in  many  instances. 

2528.  Have  you  many  Irish  in  Leeds  r — A  number  of  Irish  who  are  irre- 
ujovable  Irish;  in  the  12th  week  the  number  of  cases  relieved  was  181.  I  do 
not  know  the  number  of  the  individuals. 

2529.  Might  they  be  the  same  individuals  ? — There  might  be  two  or  three 
individuals  to  each  case,  but  there  are  181  heads  of  families. 

2530.  In  one  week  ? — Yes,  that  was  the  last  week  ;  the  12th  week  the  amount 
paid  for  irremovable  Irish  was  23/.  n  5.,  of  the  irremovable  English  poor  there 
were  589. 

253'.  Cases? — ^Yes ;  the  sum  paid  was  85/.  195.,  whilst  of  our  own  Leeds 
settled  poor,  there  were  only  402  cases,  and  the  amount  paki  was  54/.  1  s. 

2532.  Can  you  say  whether,  if  the  Irremovable  Act  had  not  been  passed,  you 
would  only  have  had  402  cases,  and  not  the  i8i  Irish,  and  the  589  English? — 
Certainly,  we  should  not  have  had  the  l8l  Irish,  nor  a  great  portion  of  the  589 
English. 

2533.  Mr.  Knight.]  Would  you  have  removed  them  all? — I  cannot  say  that ; 
many  of  them  are  very  old  residents ;  we  used  to  have  a  stuff  trade  in  Leeds, 
and  many  of  those  parties  were  fetched  from  Ireland,  in  the  plaid  business,  and . 
they  acquired  irremovability. 

2534.  Chairman.]  Did  they  come  from  the  North  of  Ireland? — I  do  not 
remember. 

2535.  Mr.  Beecrqfl.]  How  are  the  Irish  removed  from  Leeds  ? — The  cases  are 
brought  before  the  Board,  and  then  the  Board  make  an  order  that  they  shall  be 
passed  to  Ireland  ;  the  officer  takes  theni  before  the  magistrates,  and  if  the 
magistrates  have  any  doubt  they  question  the  parties  themselves,  atid  So  grant  the 
order,  or  refuse  it,  as  the  case  may  be.  The  Committee  are  aware  that  the  Irish 
have  a  greater  privilege  in  England  than  the  English  have,  as  the  magistrates  will 
grant  us  an  English  removal  as  a  matter  of  course,  but  there  are  a  few  words  in  the 
statute  which  say,  that  if  the  magistrates  see  fit  to  exercise  a  discretion  they  can 
do  so*  in  Irish  cases,  and  therefore  they  use  their  discretion,  and  very  often  refuse. 

2536.  Chairman.']  Are  you  iii  the  habit  of  removing  the  Irish  in  great  num- 
bers?— No;  some  eight  or  nine  years  ago  there  were  more  removed  than  there 
are  now ;  last  year  not  above  half  a  dozen  were  removed. 

2537-  Does 
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2537.  Does  that  arise  from  there  not  being  so   many  chargeable? — Not  so  Wc.J.Moor€. 
many  removable  who  are  chargeable.  

2538.  Does  it  arise  from  your  abstaining  from  removing  those  whom  you  m  June  i860, 
might  remove,  or  from  there  not  being  so  many  to  remover — From  there  not 

being  so  many  to  remove. 

2539-  What  number  did  you  say  you  had  removed  in  the  last  year,  of  Irish  ? 
— During  the  hist  year,  not  above  half  a  dozen  families  were  removed. 

2540.  Are  we  to  understand  that  there  were  not  half  the  present  numbers  of 
families,  not  irremovable,  that  applied  for  relief? — Except  they  were  temporary 
cases  of  sickness,  then  we  do  not  remove  them. 

2541.  In  Leeds  would  you  remove  them,  if  they  were  chargeable? — ^We 
should  attempt  it,  but  the  magistrates  use  their  discretion. 

2542.  What  do  you  do  in  the  matter.  An  Irishman  comes  for  relief,  and  you 
bring  the  case  before  the  Board,  does  the  Board  of  Guardians  exercise  any 
discretion  r — We  never  take  a  case  before  the  magistrates  for  a  pass,  without  an 
order  of  the  Board. 

2543.  Is  i^  ^^^  Board  who  are  reluctant  to  remove  the  Irish,  although  they 
might  do  so  ? — I  do  not  know  that  they  do  not  do  the  same,  as  in  an  English 
case. 

2544.  It  entirely  arises  from  the  Irish  not  being  chargeable?— Yes;  at  least 
the  removable  Irish  not  being  chargeable. 

2545.  Are  the  guardians  indisposed  to  incur  the  expense  of  removing  the  Irish 
when  they  can  ? — No. 

2546.  Is  there  any  rule  as  to  whether  they  are  old  or  young;  do  you  remove 
people  who  have  been  there  for  a  considerable  time? — Never. 

2547.  If  they  have  been  duellers  for  five  years  they  are  irremovable  ? — Yes. 

2548.  What  class  of  the  Irish  poor  do  you  remove?— Occasionally  there  will 
be  deserted  wives  and  families. 

2549.  Wives  who  have  been  deserted  with  their  fannlies  ? — Yes. 

2550.  Do  jou  contract  with  any  one  to  remove  them  ? — No. 

2551.  Do  you  send  a  person  with  them  down  to  the  coast? — Yes,  they  are  taken 
to  Liverpool. 

2552.  What  do  you  do  then  ? — The  officer  pays  their  passage  and  sees  them  on 
board  the  vessel,  and  gives  them  a  lot  of  provisions  in  Liverpool ;  they  have  also 
provisions  to  sail  with,  and  money. 

2553.  Is  that  done  according  to  some  scale? — No;  according  to  the  number 
in  the  family ;  the  officer  uses  his  discretion  ;  ihere  is  no  scale ;  if  there  should 
be  a  number  of  very  small  children  he  would  give  them  more ;  if  larger  children 
who  are  able  to  work  he  would  not  give  them  so  much  in  money. 

2554.  Does  the  captain  take  charge  of  those  people? — No;  the  captain  will 
not  take  cliarge  of  them. 

2555.  There  is  no  money  given  to  him  for  their  use,  instead  of  to  the  poor 
persons  themselves? — No. 

2556.  The  parish  considers  that  their  liability  ceases  on  these  persons  landing 
on  the  other  side  of  the  Channel  ? — They  cop^iider  their  liability  ceases  on  our 
side  when  they  are  put  on  board  a  vessel ;  the  captains  will  not  take  charge  of 
them  ;  they  will  not  even  take  the  removal  orders. 

2557.  If  you  put  them  on  board,  and  pay  for  their  passage,  that  implies  your 
liability  to  see  them  across? — Yes,  perhaps  it  may. 

2558.  Then  your  liability  ceases  upon  their  landing  at  some  Irish  port? — I 
consider  that  the  liability  ceases  when  we  put  them  on  board. 

2559.  You  do  not  take  any  notice  of  them  after  putting  them  on  board  and 
paying  their  expenses  to  some  Irbh  port  r — No. 

25(10.  After  being  shipped,  and  \ihen  they  land  at  a  port,  is  there  any  agent 
there  to  take  charge  of  them? — Not  that  I  am  aware  of. 

2561.  But  the  union  is  then  liable  to  support  all  those  who  land  ? — If  they 
have  not  sufficient  means  given  with  them. 

2562.  They  cannot  refuse  ? — No. 

2563.  Sir  W.  Miles.']  Take  the  case  of  an  Irish  woman  with  four  children,  the 
eldest  of  whom  shall  be  10  years  old,  and  so  running  down,  each  child  younger 
than  another  ;  I  understand  from  you  that  you  would  put  them  on  board  a  vessel, 
find  them  provisions,  and  give  them  some  money ;  what  amount  of  money 
would  you  give  them  to  take  them  on  after  they  land,  in  addition  to  their  pro- 
visions ? — From  7^.  to  io#.  in  money. 

0.05.  B  4  2564.  Mr. 
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Mr.  A.  Moore.         2564.  Mr.  Maguire.]  You   stated  that  the   Irish   had  a  greater  privilege   ia 

England  than  the  English  r — ^Yes. 

«2  June  i860.  2565.  And  the  reason  you  gave  for  that  was,  that  the  magistrates,  who  are 

authorised  to  make  an  order,  give  an  order  as  a  matter  of  course,  in  an  Englis^ 
case  ? — ^Yes. 

2566.  Do  you  know  the  reason  why  the  magistrates  give  an  order  as  a  matter 
of  course,  in  an  English  case? — Because  evidence  is  produced  before  them  to 
satisfy  them  that  they  may  grant  an  order. 

2567.  Is  there  not  another  reason  besides,  the  consciousness  in  the  minds  of 
the  magistrates,  that  the  guardians  know  very  weil  what  they  are  about,  and  that 
they  will  not  remove  an  English  pauper  wrongfully,  and  therefore  render  them- 
selves liable  to  a  costly  action  at  law  by  the  parish  to  which  they  attempt  to 
remove  the  pauper  ? — No. 

2568.  Has  not  great  litigation  been  caused  in  consequence  of  the  removal  from 
parish  to  parish  in  England  ? — Yes. 

2569.  If  you  remove  an  English  pauper  wrongfully,  do  not  you  know  that  you 
run  u  risk  of  an  action  being  brought  against  you  by  the  parish  to  which  you 
attempt  to  remove  the  pauper? — Yes;  but  I  do  not  see  how  we  can  obtain 
an  order  to  remove  an  English  pauper  wrongfully. 

2570.  But,  assuming  that  you  do  so  wrongfully,  do  not  you  know  that  the 
parish  to  which  you  remove  the  pauper  will  have  the  means  of  obtaining  redress 
against  you  ? — We  cannot  remove  them  wrongfully  ;  we  take  out  an  order,  and 
send  them  a  copy  of  the  order  of  removal. 

2571.  Is  there  never  a  disputed  case  between  one  parish  and  another  parish? 
— Certainly. 

2572.  Did  you  ever  hear  of  a  case  of  this  kind,  where  you  attempted  to 
remove  a  person  from  Leeds  to  another  parish,  and  that  other  parish  objected 
to  your  right  to  do  so,  and  entered  into  a  law  suit  with  you  ? — They  would  appeal 
to  Quarter  Sessions. 

2573.  That  oftentimes  might  involve  considerable  litigation,  might  it  not  ?— 
Yes,  it  does. 

2574.  Although  you  are  very  cautious  in  the  removal  of  English  paupers  ? — 
We  obtain  sufficient  evidence  upon  which  to  ground  the  settlement ;  and  we 
use  every  caution  in  getting  the  evidence  before  we  take  out  the  order. 

2575.  The  magistrate  knows  the  responsibility  under  which  you  attempt  ta 
remove  an  English  pauper,  he  is  quite  satisfied  with  that,  and  he  grants  the  order 
freely  ;  is  not  that  so  ? — I  do  not  know  that. 

2576.  Why  then  does  the  magistrate  grant  an  order  as  a  matter  of  course,  in 
an  English  case,  and  not  in  an  Irish  case  ? — I  do  not  think  that  the  justice  has 
the  power  to  refuse  in  an  English  case. 

2577.  If  you  came  before  a  magistrate  with  a  very  gross  and  flagrant  case,  da 
you  imagine  that  the  magistrate  would  not  interfere  in  a  case  of  that  kind  ? — I 
never  knew  an  instance  ;  I  cannot  tell. 

2578.  Does  he  look  into  the  evidence? — ^Yes ;  he  relies  upon  that. 

2579.  Are  all  orders  applied 'for  to  the  magistrate  in  open  court? — Yes, 
always. 

2580.  Since  when  has  that  been  so? — Ever  since  I  have  have  had  anything  to 
do  with  poor  law  matters. 

2581.  Does  the  magistrate,  in  Irish  cases,  always  inquire  into  the  merits  of 
the  case  ? — Always. 

2582.  In  Leeds?— Yes. 

2583.  In  open  court? — ^Yes. 

2584.  Is  he  a  stipendiary  magistrate,  or  an  unpaid  magistrate? — He  is  unpaid. 

2585.  You  have  talked  about  the  removals,  and  you  say  that  you  have  rather  a 
sympathy  for  people  who  become  old  residents;  those  for  example  who  came 
over  some  time  since,  and  were  employed  in  the  manufactures  of  the  town  ;  you 
would  not  wish  to  remove  them  ? — Certainly  not. 

2586.  Suppose  that  work  was  slack  in  Leeds,  and  one  of  those  persons  went  to 
another  town,  where  there  uas  the  same  description  of  manufacture  going  on,  and 
obtained  employment  there,  and  the  residence  was  broken,  and  he  then  came  back 
to  Leeds,  and  became  a  pauper  in  three  years  afterwards,  would  you  in  that  case 
remove  him  ? — Not  if  he  was  aged. 

2587.  If  he  was  in  the  vigour  of  life,  or  the  head  of  a  family,  would  you 
remove  him  ? — Yes,  certainly. 
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2588.  If  he  had  no  means  of  obtaining  employment  in  Ireland,  would  you  Mr.  A.  Moon^ 
remove  him? — Certainly.  

2589.  Suppose  he  happened  to  have  been  living  in  Leeds  for  four  years  and  a  fia  June  i860. 
half,  and  had  gone  away  as  I  have  supposed,  and  then  returned  to  Leeds,  and 

then  became   a   pauper,    would  you  remove  him  and  his  family  ? — Yes,  if  thd 
magistrate  granted  the  order. 

2590.  You  would  get  rid  of  him  in  any  way  you  could  ? — I  do  not  say  that. 

2591.  But  by  process  of  law  ?r— Yes,  it  is  the  law  which  gives  us  the  power. 

2592.  Mr.  Dodson.]  Would  you  make  any  difference  between  an  English 
pauper,  and  an  Irish  pauper? — Not  the  least;  I  consider  that  there  are  greater 
hardships  in  reujoving  the  English  than  in  removing  the  Irish;  some  of  the 
English  having  to  be  removed  to  settlements,  where  they  know  nothing  about  the 
locality  nor  any  person  in  it.  I  have  known  a  removal  from  our  township  to 
Cornwall,  where  none  of  them  had  resided  for  generations. 

?593-  Mr.  Maguire.']  Have  you  never  heard  of  the  case  of  an  Irishman  who 
had  come  over  at  a  very  early  period,  to  Leeds,  and  who  had  got  work  in  a  manu- 
factory  there,  having  lived  there  nearly  all  his  life,  and  then,  having  broken  his 
settlement,  being  sent  back  to  a  place  that  he  did  not  remember? — I  do  not 
remember  such  an  instance. 

2594-  Suppose  a  man  were  removed  at  the  age  of  45  or  50,  having  left  Ireland 
at  15,  do  you  think  he  would  have  any  recollection  of  those  he  had  left  behind 
him  in  his  youth  ? — I  should  have,  I  think. 

2595.  You  slated  that  Englishmen  had  been  removed  from  Leeds  to  Cornwall, 
10  a  place  where  they  had  forgotten  their  early  associations  ? — I  said  that  they  had 
never  had  any  connexion  with  Cornwall ;  it  might  be  for  three  or  four  generations 
back. 

2596.  Is  not  that  rather  an  exceptional  case  than  a  general  rule  r — Not  the 
leasi  ;  I  have  known  cases  of  settlement  obtained  by  hiring  and  service,  70  or  80 
years  ago,  where  the  parties  being  removed  have  known  nothing  about  the  place. 

2597.  You  do  not,  I  suppose,  anticipate  a  recurrence  of  the  pressure  that  look 
place  in  1847,  1^848,  and  1849? — I  hope  not. 

2598.  In  that  time,  I  suppose  some  of  the  pressure  was  caused  by  Irish  migra- 
tion?— It  was  called  the  Irish  famine  fever. 

2599.  1  suppose  you  know  that  the  circumstances  of  Ireland  are  totally 
changed  since  that  time  ? — Yes. 

2600.  That  millions  of  the  population  have  either  died  or  emigrated  r — I 
believe  so. 

2601.  And  that  the  population  which  in  1841  was  nearly  eight  millions  and  a 
quarter  is  now  under  six  millions? — Yes. 

2602.  Do  you  find  the  Irish  come  over  now  ? — Not  to  become  chargeable  as 
they  did. 

2603.  Do  you  not  find  that  in  the  rural  parishes  round  Leeds  their  labour  is 
at  times  not  only  valuable,  but  very  much  sought  for? — Yes,  in  the  different 
parishes ;  but  they  work  there,  and  they  come  to  Leeds  to  reside. 

2604.  That  is  not  their  fault? — No,  but  it  throws  the  burden  upon  ui^. 

2605.  Tliere  are  no  cottages  in  those  rural  parishes  r — No. 

2606.  Therefore  tl)ey  are  thrown  upon  you,  and  therefore  you  ask  for  an  ex- 
tended area  of  taxation  ? — Yes. 

2607.  If  the  area  were  enlarged,  and  a  number  of  persons  were  made  liable 
to  pay  for  the  support  of  the  poor,  you  do  not  imagine  that  that  fund  would  be 
badly  administered  ? — No. 

2608-9.  You  would  have  an  extended  area? — Yes;  either  a  national,  county, 
or  a  district  rate;  I  think  that  property  is  what  the  fund  ought  to  be  raised  from. 

2610.  Mr.  Dodson.']  All  kinds  of  property? — No,  I  do  not  think  that  stock  in 
trade  should  be  rated  to  the  relief  of  the  poor ;  I  think  the  rateable  property 
should  be  that  which  is  now  rated. 

2611.  Mr. -Beecr(j/i.]  Would  you  have  one  uniform  mode  of  rating  through- 
out the  kingdom  ?— -I  think  that  it  is  much  required  and  also  one  unifonn  mode 
of  valuing;  which  I  think  should  be  by  strictly  independent  persons  who  would  not 
be  in  the  trammels  of  any  portion  of  the  commuuiiy  that  they  were  valuing 
for  ;  there  should  be  one  uniform  system  of  rating  and  valuation  throughout  the. 
kingdom. 

2612.  Mr.  Maguire.']  Are  the  Irish  very  anxious  to  obtain  in-door  relief? — No. 
0.95.  S  2163.  It 
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Mr.  A.Moore.         26 1 3.  It  is  the  result  of  your  experienee  that  they  are  not  willing  to  accept 

in-door  relief? — No  doubt. 

38  June  i860.         2614.  They  generally  have  rather  an  aversion  to  it  than  otherwise,  have  they 
not? — They  have  a  very  peculiar  aversion  to  it. 

2615.  Therefore  the  offer  of  the  workhouse  is  not  only  a  test  against  imposture, 
but  a  protection  for  the  ratepayers  ? — No  doubt. 

2616.  Can  you  give  the  Committee  the  number  of  Irish  who  have  been  re- 
moved within  the  last  year ;  and  the  amount  of  money,  or  the  amount  in  kind, 
that  you  have  paid  to  each  family? — I  believe  that  return  has  been  asked  for 
either  by  the  Poor  Law  Board  or  the  House  of  Commons,  and  it  is  prepared ; 
perhaps  it  is  at  the  Poor  Law  Board. 

2617.  Why  cannot  you  give  it;  you  have  said  that  six  or  seven  were  removed 
within  the  last  year? — Yes;  in  the  year  ending  March. 

2618.  Can  you  state  the  sum  of  money  that  you  gave  to  each,  or  whether  it 
was  in  money  or  in  kind  ? — I  believe  the  return  is  now  in  the  hands  of  the  Poor 
Law  Board,  it  was  preparing  when  I  left  home. 

2619.  Cannot  you  send  it  in  to  the  Committee? — I  have  not  to  deal  with  the 
whole  of  the  township  ;  I  have  only  one  district. 

2620.  For  that  district  can  you  furnish  the  Committee  with  the  amount  of 
money  that  was  paid,  whether  it  was  1  s.  or  \os.,  that  was  paid  to  each  family, 
and  the  amount  of  food  given  to  them? — Yes,  I  can  give  that  now  ;  for  it  is 
nothing.     I  have  not  sent  one. 

2621.  Chairman.']  What  do  you  mean  by  that? — ^That  there  has  not  been  one 
Irish  person  or  family  removed  from  my  district. 

2622.  Can  you  procure  that  return  from  Leeds  for  the  Committee  ? — No 
doubt. 

2623.  You  were  asked  whether  you  gave  relief  according  to  your  discretion, 
or  whether  you  had  a  fixed  standard  applying  to  every  case  ? — There  is  no  fixed 
standard. 

2624.  You  use  your  discretion ;  for  instance,  if  a  family  is  large  you  give  a 
greater  sum  of  money,  or  a  larger  amount  of  food  as  provision  for  the  voyage  ? — 
Yes. 

2625.  Mr.  Beecroft.]  And  to  serve  them  after  they  land  ? — Yes.  They  used 
to  be  sent  to  a  depot ;  that  depot  was  at  Huddersfield,  but  we  found  that  the 
charges  were  much  more  than  we  could  carry  them  through  to  Liverpool  for ; 
they  were  sent  by  boat  then,  and  not  as  the  Board  thought  desirable ;  and  they 
discovered  in  the  statute  that  having  a  population  of  above  20,000  they  had  a 
right  to  take  them  to  Liverpool  themselves,  and  that  is  generally  done ;  and  an 
olKcer  is  always  sent  with  them.  ♦ 

2626.  Then  you  sent  your  officer  and  put  the  pauper  on  board  a  vessel,  say 
going  to  Cork  ? — No,  the  nearest  port  to  where  they  want  to  go  ;  sometimes,  if 
they  say  that  they  want  to  go  to  another  port,  they  are  sent  to  where  they  ask 
to  go. 

2627.  Chairman.]  You  send  them  to  Liverpool? — ^Yes. 

2628.  There  is  no  difficulty  about  it  ?— No. 

2629.  ^^  y^"  ^^^^  them  what  part  of  Ireland  they  were  born  in  ? — Yes. 

2630.  Do  you  ask  them  where  they  were  last  employed  in  Ireland  ? — I  do  not 
know  that  that  question  has  ever  been  asked  them. 

2631.  The  law  directs  that  they  should  be  left  at  the  port  nearest  to  which 
they  were  born,  or  where  they  last  resided?— Yes,  and  they  are  invariably  sent 
there. 

2632.  Have  you  any  evidence  to  show  that  their  statements  are  correct  ? — No, 
we  have  only  their  word,  in  Irish  cases,  except  by  going  over. 

2633.  Have  you  ever  had  to  contest  an  appeal  from  Ireland  ? — No. 

2634.  Mr.  Dodson.]  You  supply  them  with  provisions  enough  to  last  them 
during  the  passage  r — Yes. 

2635.  And  the  money  is  intended  as  assistance  to  them  after  they  have 
landed  ? — I  believe  the  officer  gives  them  more  provisions  than  are  enough  to  carry 
them  across ;  four  or  five  loaves  and  a  quantity  of  coffee,  sugar,  cheese,  and 
butter. 

2636*  More  provisions  than  are  necessary  for  the  passage,  and  a  sum  of 
money  ? — Yes ;  provisions  that  would  last  them  for  two  or  three  days. 

2637.  yiv.Maguire.]  Do  you  mean  to  say  that  all  your  removals  are  perfectly 
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1  egal  and  proper,  because  there  has  never  been  an  appeal  from  a  Board  of  Guardians      M'*-  ^*  Moore. 
against  your  rcnriovals? — I  do  not  say  that. 

2638.  Is  that  your  inference? — Ye?. 

2639.  Chairman.']  There  has  never  been  anything  illegally  done  by  the  magis- 
trates which  has  led  to  an  appeal  ? — No. 

2640.  Mr.  Maguire.]  Have  there  been  no  complaints  made  against  your 
removals  ? — I  do  not  remember  one. 

2641.  CliairmanJ]  You  have  never  put  persons  on  board  a  vessel  who  were  not 
6t  to  go ;  there  have  been  no  cases  of  persons  dying  on  board  ? — Never. 

2642.  Is  there  any  medical  officer  to  examine  them  before  they  go  on  board  ? 
— Not  if  it  is  a  person  in  robust  health;  but  if  there  is  the  least  idea  of  any 
sickness  the  medical  officer  is  called  in,  and  we  get  a  medical  certificate  before 
we  go  to  the  magistrates. 

2643.  I  suppose  that  certificate  is  filed  with  the  proceedings  in  the  case?  — 
Yes. 

2644.  Mr,  Maguire.]  With  regard  to  a  break  of  residence,  is  there  any 
inducement  held  out  in  Leeds  to  a  poor  person  to  go  from  one  house  to  another, 
and  thereby  break  his  residence  ? — The  circuit  of  the  township  is  too  large  for 
that ;  the  poorer  class  reside  in  certain  localities,  not  very  near  to  any  other 
parish  or  township. 

2645.  Chairman.]  Have  you  any^  outskirts  at  Leeds  wliich  are  not  included  in 
the  township? — Yes,  but  the  river  divides  some  of  them. 

2646.  There  is  no  system  of  driving  tlie  people  over? — Not  the  least. 

2647.  When  you  stated  that  you  were  not  afraid  of  abolishing  the  power  of 
removal,  did  you  lake  into  consideration  the  possibility  of  the  Irish  coming  over 
in  great  numbers  to  England  ? — Unless  they  had  an  object  I  do  not  see  that. 

2648.  You  are  under  no  apprehension  of  a  great  addition  from  their  coming 
over?  —  No. 

2649.  That  makes  no  difference,  in  your  opinion,  as  to  the  three  years? — Not 
the  least. 

2C50.  Mr.  Maguire,]  You  think  that  a  stringent  poor  law  test  would  guard 
you  against  imposture  ? — Yes ;  the  labour  and  workhouse  tests. 

265 1>  Chairman.]  You  are  aware  that  they  do  not  give  any  relief  in  any  other 
way  in  Ireland,  excepting  the  workhouse  ? — Yes. 

2652.  Mr.  Maguire.]  Although  the  paupers  perfectly  well  know  that  they  can 
get  a  more  generous  dietary  in  the  workhouses  in  England  tlian  in  Ireland,  in 
spite  of  that  they  have  an  aversion  to  the  workhouse  ? — Yes. 

2653.  The  offer  of  the  workhouse  is  a  test  and  a  protection  ? — We  use  very 
little  of  it ;  but  I  have  no  doubt  they  would  be  much  more  satisfied  with  the 
English  workhouses  than  the  Irish. 

2654.  You  give  them  meat,  and  they  do  not  get  meAt  in  the  workhouses  in 
Ireland  ? — ^No;  our  paupers  have  meat  three  times  a  week. 

2655.  Even  giving  them  an  unaccustomed  diet,  such  as  they  never  had  before, 
is  not  enough  to  induce  them  to  accept  in-door  relief  in  England  ? — Na 

2656.  Chairman.]  I  suppose  your  opinion  can  hardly  be  said  to  represent  the 
judgment  of  any  large  class  of  persons  in  Leeds ;  I  mean  as  to  doing  away  with 
removal  ? — I  do  not  think  tliere  would  be  any  objection  to  doing  away  with  the 
removal  of  the  poor. 

2657.  Would  the  guardians  approve  of  it? — I  do  not  think  they  would  object 
to  it  if  they  did  not  increase  their  burden  by  it ;  if  the  burden  would  be  increased 
there  is  no  doubt  they  would  object  to  it.  If  a  rate  could  be  so  devised  fis  that 
it  would  fall  uniformly  upon  the  entire  kingdom,  then  I  think  that  the  guardians 
in  large  towns  could  have  no  objection  whatever. 

2658.  I  presume  that  you  know  it  would  be  impossible  to  carry  out  such  a 
scheme  at  once  ? — ^Yes. 

2659.  Is  there  any  modification  of  the  present  system  tliat  you -have  to  surest, 
or  in  what  way  would  you  enlarge  the  area  in  yoiu-  own  neighbourlwjod  ? — The 
modification  that  I  should  suggest  would  be  this,  that  instead  of  removing  the  poor 
now,  I  should  still  keep  their  present  seUlenaents,  but  take  out  orders  of  aiain- 
tenance. 

2660.  Do  you  mean  obtaining  orders  of  maintenance  upon  the  plax^es  of  tJieir 
settlement;  I  take  it  that  the  order  of  maintenance  must  be  upon  the  place  where 
the  pauper  resides  ? — No ;  he  may  reside  with  us,  but  be  settled  in  a  neiorhbouring 
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Mr.  A.Uoore.  town,  and  we  should  get  that  order  of  maintenance  on  the  neighbouring  town  ; 
—        they  would  have  lo  pay  for  Ijiui. 

?3  June  i860.  266 J.  You  would  get  an  order  from  the  place  of  settlement? — We  do  get  an 

order  from  ihem  occasionally  now  by  writing  to  them  if  they  are  friendly,  they 
accept  the  paupers  without  litigation  ;  we  write  for  an  order  to  relieve,  and  we 
relieve  them. 

2662.  In  any  number? — No.  not  in  any  great  numbers;  I  should  apply  to  the 
justices  for  an  order  of  maintenance  upon  the  parish  ;  the  same  as  in  lunacy  cases. 

2663.  Mr.  Knight.']  You  would  have  a  general  system  of  non-resident  relief? 
— Yes;  with  strict  supervision  by  the  officers. 

2664.  What  is  the  case  as  to  lunatics ;  do  you  get  an  order  upon  the  place 
where  the  lunatic  is  settled  ? — Yes. 

2665.  What  do  you  do  with  the  lunatic  ? — We  keep  him  in  the  asylum. 

2666.  But  the  asylum  is  a  county  establishment,  is  it  not  ? — ^Yes ;  or  riding, 
as  with  us. 

2667.  Do  you  first  receive  the  money  from  the  place  where  the  lunatic  is 
settled,  and  paj^  it  over  to  the  asylum? — We  first  remove  the  lunatic,  and  then  if 
it  is  a  case  upon  the  riding,  we  give  notice  to  the  riding  solicitor  that  on  a  certain 
day  we  shall  apply  for  an  order,  and  if  the  solicitor,  after  investigating  the  case, 
thinks  that  we  have  no  right  to  obtain  an  order,  he  will  appeal  against  it,  so  that 
we. may  not  get  the  order. 

2668.  But  supposing  you  do  get  the  order,  do  you  remove  the  pauper  to  the 
asylum  ? — Yes ;  first  of  all  we  do  that  by  an  order  of  a  justice,  then  after  we 
have  got  the  lunatic  into  the  asylum  we  give  notice  to  the  riding  solicitor  that  we 
shall  apply  for  an  order  of  maintenance  on  the  riding  to  remove  the  burden  off 
our  own  shoulders. 

2669.  How  does  that  order  work  ;  how  do  you  get  the  money  ? — From  the 
riding  treasurer.* 

2670.  Do  you  pay  it  to  the  asylum,  or  does  he  pay  it  to  the  asylum  ? — No;  it 
is  then  chargeable  to  the  riding. 

2671.  How  does  the  asylum  get  the  money  that  is  annually  paid  for  the  lunatic 
paupers? — From  the  various  townships  to  which  they  are  chargeable,  or  from  the 
riding  treasurer. 

.  2672.  How  do  you  apply  that  to  the  settled  poor? — There  are  two  ways  in 
which  it  might  be  done :  a  person  becomes  chargeable  to  us  in  Leeds ;  he  is 
settled  in  a  neighbouring  town  ;  upon  the  person  becoming  chargeable,  we 
should  apply  to  the  uiagistrates  for  an  order  of  maintenance,  and  give  notice  to 
the  proper  parties  when  we  should  apply  for  this  order  of  maintenance  on  their 
parish ;  or  it  might  by  done  by  taking  out  an  order  of  maintenance  in  the  same 
manner  as  an  order  of  removal  ;  but  the  first  would  be  the  cheapest.  After  the 
order  had  been  obtained,  the  pauper  would  still  continue  with  us;  we  should  pay 
the  relief  and  receive  it  back  from  the  place  of  settlement. 

2673.  Then  you  are  going  to  charge  the  whole  upon  the  county,  if  the  pauper 
is  not  settled  at  Leeds  ? — No;  we  should  obtain  an  order  of  maintenance  in  the 
same  manner  as  we  do  upon  the  county  in  lunatic  cases. 

2674.  You  intend  the  place  of  settlement  to  pay  for  those  paupers  ? — Yes ; 
instead  of  removing  them. 

2675.  Mr.  BarrowJ]  You  propose,  in  case  a  pauper  who  is  removable  con- 
tinues, that  you  should  be  enabled  to  obtain  an  order  of  maintenance  on  the 
parish,  and  there  would  be  no  difficulty  if  the  parish  from  which  you  propose  to 
obtain  the  order  is  close  to  you ;  you  can  summon  the  proper  parties  before  the 
magistrates ;  but  what  would  you  do  in  the  case  of  a  (yornish  pauper  ? — We 
should  have  to  do  the  same. 

2676.  Would  that  be  a  desirable  mode  of  carrying  on  the  business  of  the 
country,  as  to  every  pauper  resident  in  Leeds  that  belonged  to  any  part  of 
England,  that  you  should  obtain  orders  of  maintenance  upon  those  remote  parts 
of  the  country? — I  apprehend  that  they  would  pay. 

2677.  Without  inquiry  ? — No. 

2678.  Do  you  think  that  would  be  a  mode  of  transacting  the  business  of  the 
country  whicn  could  be  carried  out  ? — You  can  do  it  the  other  way;  you  can  get 
an  order  and  send  them  a  copy  of  the  order,  and  so  give  them  the  power  of 
appeal  before  they  are  ordered  to  pay  ;  but  not  remove  the  pauper. 

2679.  In  the  case  of  a  lunatic  pauper,  you  could  get  an  order  now  upon  the 
parish  in  Cornwall,  but  those  are  very  rare  cases.  You  would  apply  it  to  a  very 
extensive  class  of  persons,  would  you  not  ? — ^Yes. 

2680.  You 
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2680.  You  say  that  you  are  in  favour  of  abolishincr  the  law  of  settlement  and      Mr.  A  Moore. 

removal ;  but  you  do  not  think  that  the  abolition  of  the  law  of  setilcment  and       * 

removal  would  leave  Leeds  in  a  sufficiently  safe  position   to  trust  merely  to  its       jaJuneiBGo. 
workhouse  testiind  its  labour  test: — No. 

2681.  You  Avould  not  abolish  the  law  of  settlement  and  removal  without  an 
extended  area  of  charge  ? — No. 

2682.  You  think  that  there  ought  to  be  a  national  cliarge,  do  you  not  ? — 
Yes. 

2683.  You  contemplate  that  to  that  all  the  property  in  the  country  should 
<:ontribute  ? — ^Yes. 

2684.  You  think  that  stock  in  trade,  being  capital  that  produces  a  very  large 
profit,  should  pay  nothing?— I  do. 

2685.  So  that  the  pauperism  in  Leeds  which  arises  from  the  labour,  which  is 
exceedingly  profitable,  should  be  charged  to  the  realised  property  of  the  country 
elsewhere,  and  not  to  the  stock  in  trade,  which  has  benefited  by  the  labour  ? — 
No ;  because  then  a  person  would  be  doubly  rated  ;  you  would  rate  not  only 
the  buildings  and  land,  but  you  would  rate  his  stock  in  trade. 

2686.  The  stock  in  trade,  in  addition  to  the  buildings  and  the  land  which  he 
occupies? — Yes. 

2687.  From  which  he  derives  a  very  large  profit? — Yes. 

2688.  And  which  you  would  exempt  from  taxation  r— Yes,  upon  this  ground; 
I  think  it  would  put  a  stop  to  persons  using  that  capital. 

2689.  Mr.  Beecrqft.]  Do  you  think,  supposing  that  instead  of  removing  a 
pauper,  you  obtained  an  order  of  maintenance,  it  would  be  a  saving  of  expense 
to  the  country  ? — Immense  ;  a  great  many  thousands  ;  I  cannot  say  how  many. 

2690.  In  Leeds  alone  what  would  it  save  ? — Perhaps  300  l.  or  400  /.  a  year. 

2691.  Mr.  Barrow.']  Are  you  able  to  give  the  Committee  rhe  number  of 
removals  that  have  taken  place  in  Leeds  in  the  course  of  the  last  year  r — Not  at 
present. 

2692.  And  the  number  of  appeals  that  have  taken  place  from  those  removals  ? 
— I  should  not  l)e  able  to  furnish  that;  it  will  be  in  the  hands  of  the  overseer; 
but  if  application  were  made  to  him  you  would  get  it. 

2(i93.  Have  you  any  foundation  for  the  answer  you  gave  that  you  would  save 
300/.  or  400 Z.  a  year  in  appeals  against  the  orders  of  removal? — The  cost  of 
proceedings  for  the  half-year  ending  the  29lh  September  1859,  before  the 
justices,  was  163/.  3^.  jd.;  the  cost  of  other  proceediniis  at  law  or  in  equity 
was  231  /.  12  s.  Sd.;  conveyance  and  travelling  expenses  on  removing  paupers, 
8\Li6s.2d.;  that  is  for  half  a  year. 

2694.  Mr.  Beecrqft.'}  Ending  when? — ^The  29th  of  September  1859. 

2695.  What  is  the  total  amount  ? — £.476.  12.  5.  for  the  half-year. 

2696.  Mr.  Barrow.]  What  is  the  population  ^ — About  112,000  now. 

2697.  Mr.  Lockhart]  How  would  you  carry  out  your  plan  as  to  Irish  paupers? 
That  is  the  only  difficulty  that  arises. 

2698.  Have  you  many  removals  to  Scotland  ? — ^^I  have  not  had  half  a  dozen 
Scotch  cases  in  my  books  during  the  13  years  I  have  been  there. 

2699.  Mr.  J5arroz^.]  With  respect  to  Scotch  and  Irish  paupers  you  would 
admit  that  your  plan  of  orders  of  maintenance  might  be  difficult  to  carry  into 
effect  ? — Yes ;  but  there  are  so  few  of  tliose  cases. 

2700.  Mr.  Lockhart.]  There  would  be  the  same  difficulty  in  carrying  that  out 
M it h  the  Scotch  removals  as  with  the  Irish?— But  the  number  is  so  small ;  I 
have  not  had  half  a  dozen  Scotch  applications  for  relief  during  the  whole  13  years 
I  have  been  there. 

2701.  Do  you  know  that  there  is  a  settlement  in  Scotland? — Yes. 

2702.  Mr.  Barj'ow.]  You  have  stated  that  you  get  rid  of  vagrants  by  sending 
them  to  the  Mendicity  Office;  what  do  you  do  with  them;  do  you  require  any 
labour  from  them,  or  uhat  food  do  you  give  them? — If  it  is  a  woman,  with 
children,  she  gets  some  bread  and  milk,  and  a  night's  lodging,  but  no  labour  is 
required  ;  if  it  is  a  man  he  will  get  half  a  cake,  and  if  we  have  ropes  to  teaze,  not 
oakum,  we  set  him  to  work  at  it  in  the  morning  before  he  goes  out. 

2703.  By  that  means  you  keep  your  mendicity  office  tolerably  clear? — Yes. 

2704.  Mr.  Knight.]  Leeds  has  been  a  good  deal  relieved  since  the  out-door  test 
has  been  applied  r — Yes. 

2705.  What  has  been  the  general  effect  upon  Leeds  for  the  last  20  or  30 
years ;  have  the  rates,  in  point  of  fact,  been  less  now  than  they  were  then  ? — 
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Mr.  A.  Moore.     rp|j^  ^.^^^  f^y  ^]^^  relief  of  ihe  poor,  I  have  no  doubt,  is  less  now  than  in  the 
memory  of  any  man  living;  the  actual  rale  for  the  relief  of  the  poor. 

2706.  Then  all  property  houijht  at  any  former  time  is  now  paying  less  than  it 
did  when  it  was  bought  ? — For  the  actual  relief  of  the  poor,  but  not  less  rates. 

2707.  But  less  for  the  actunl  relief  of  the  poor  than  when  it  was  purchased  or 
inherited? — Yes;  but  if  you  get  a  return  of  the  poor  rates  you  will  see  other 
things. 

2708.  But  those  thinj!S  would  not  be  relieved  by  any  extension  of  area  or  any- 
thing else  ? — No ;  there  is  the  borough  goal  and  the  watch  rate. 

2709.  But  the  actual  money  paid  for  the  relief  of  the  poor  upon  the  property 
that  has  been  bou<iht  uithin  the  last  20  or  30  years,  has  been  less  than  when  that 
property  was  bought  or  inherited? — Certainly. 

2710.  Then  I  want  to  know  how  you  make  out  that  the  owners  of  property  in 
Leeds  suffer  any  hardship  from  the  pressure  of  the  poor  rates  ? — Not  from  the 
pressure  of  the  poor  rates,  but  in  comparison  with  surrounding  villages  and 
townships. 

271 1.  You  have  got  all  you  bought  or  inherited,  and  you  have  not  suffered  by 
anything  that  has  happened  ;  if  ycu  bought  a  house  paying  2  s.  in  the  pound,  that 
house  now  pays  but  1  5.,  and  you  are  a  clear  gainer ;  although  the  parish  near  you 
pays  only  a  penny  in  the  pound,  you  are  none  the  worse  for  that,  are  you  ? — No; 
but  the  large  town  is  relieving  those  small  towns, 

2712.  But  the  large  town  is  relieving  itself? — Yes;  but  the  small  town  is 
relieved  in  proportion  ;  we  have  770  irremovable  poor,  and  only  402  of  our 
own  settled  poor. 

2713.  You  have  had  such  an  immense  e.\tension  in  the  value  of  real  property 
that  it  has  more  than  counterbalanced  the  amount  of  poor  relief  thrown  upon  you? 
— There  is  no  doubt  of  it. 

271ZJ.  Mr.  J)orf.vow.]  You  consider  that  the  neighbouring  parishes  have  been 
benefited  also  by  the  increase  of  the  wealth  and  population  of  Leeds? — ^Yes  ;  and 
the  better  trade  which  is  now  in  existence. 

2715.  Therefoi'e  you  think  it  fair  that  they  should  bear  some  part  of  the  burden 
that  is  thrown  upon  Leads  r — Yes. 

2716.  Mr.  Knight.'}  If  such  a  pressure  should  again  happen  as  that  of  1848, 
when  Leeds  would  be  subject  to  a  very  heavy  poor  rate,  what  do  you  think  of 
having  a  rate-in-aid,  so  that  in  case  you  paid  more  than  a  certain  amount  of  poor 
rate,  tlien  cither  the  county  or  a  district  should  come  in  to  help  you  ? — I  think 
there  would  be  much  more  unpleasantness  caused  by  coming  in  at  a  time  of  dis- 
tress than  by  paying  one  universal  or  uniform  rate.  I  think  we  should  have  very 
great  unpJeasyntnebs  arising  ;  then  they  would  say,  you  can  do  without  us  in  good 
times,  but  when  it  comes  to  bad  times,  we  are  called  upon  to  help  you. 

271 7.  But  they  would  have  an  equal  advantage,  for  in  case  their  poor  rates  were 
very  high  you  would  be  called  upon  to  help  them  ? — Yes ;  but  they  get  the  work 
of  the  population,  and  they  do  not  get  the  burthen ;  their  homes  are  with  us,  and 
the  moment  sickness  arises,  or  there  is  no  employment,  they  are  thrown  upon  the 
parish  u  here  their  homes  are. 

2718.  Mr.  JBeecroft.']  Is  there  uniformity  in  the  system  of  administering  the 
poor  laws  throughout  England  and  Wales? — No,  and  that  is  certainly  one  very 
important  matter;  if  there  had  been  uniformity  I  should  have  been  much  better 
able  to  give  returns  to  the  Committee  this  day  than  I  have  been. 

2719.  Does  great  inconvenience  arise  from  want  of  uniformity? — No  doubt  of 
It.  The  Poor  Law  Board  have  control  only  over  unions  and  parishes  under  their 
supervision,  and  if  we  want  returns  of  poor  rate  from  any  other  parish,  we  cannot 
obtain  them ;  around  the  township  of  Leeds,  we  begin  with  one  place  under 
a  select  vestry ;  the  next  is  under  a  common  vestry ;  and  the  next  is  Gilbert's 
Incorporation. 

2720.  Chairman.']  You  mean  that  tliere  are  some  places  not  in  union? — A 
great  nuniber  of  single  parishes,  and  I  cannot  make  a  return  for  our  own 
borough. 

2721-2.  I  thought  you  were  one  township  alone? — We  are;  but  we  have  11 
townships  in  the  borough,  seven  of  whidi  are  in  three  unions ;  but  there  are 
three  parishes  out  of  union,  and  if  I  wish  to  make  a  comparison  and  see  what  the 
average  poor  rate  in  the  borough  is,  I  am  debarred,  as  they  are  not  in  the 
published  returns  of  ihe  Poor  Law  Board,  and  they  will  not  give  them  privately. 
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Mr.  Thomas  F.  Hedlejfj  called  in  ;  and  Examined. 

2723.  Chairman.']  YOU  are  assistant  overseer  in  Sunderland  ? — I  am  assistant  Mr.  T.  F.  Hedley, 
overseer  for  the  parish  of  Sunderland ;  one  of  the  parishes  in  the  Sunderland       —— — 
Poor  Law  Union.  «2  June  i860. 

2724.  How  many  parishes  are  there?— There  are  11  parishes;  I  may  also 
state  that  I  am  removing  officer  for  the  Scotch  and  Irish  paupers,  for  the  whole 
union. 

2725.  You  hold  a  special  appointment  ? — Yes,  by  quarter  sessions. 

2726.  Have  you  many  Scotch  and  Irish  in  your  union  ? — We  have  a  good 
many ;  but  at  one  time  we  had  considerably  more  than  we  have  now. 

2727.  Of  Scotch  and  Irish? — Yes. 

2728.  How  long  have  you  been  there? — Ten  years. 

2729.  Have  you  observed  the  operation  of  the  Irremovable  Act  ? — I  have, 
very  closely,  and  believe  it  to  have  been  a  great  boon  to  the  poor;  it  forms  a 
very  important  item  in  our  poor-law  expenditure  ;  I  find  that  the  total  number 
of  poor  relieved  in  our  union  last  year  was  7,675  ;  of  that  number,  3,357  were 
irremovable,  leaving  4,318  as  settled  poor,  nearly  one  half;  in  reference  to  the 
expenditure,  the  total  expenditure  for  in-door  relief  and  out-door  relief,  was 
8,862  /.  0  5.  8  d.,  of  which  3,235  l.  145.  7  rf.  was  for  irremovable. 

2730.  Have  you  got  the  numbers? — I  have;  the  total  number  relieved  was 
7,675;  of  those  3,357  were  irremovable. 

2731.  All  those  had  acquired  irremovability  by  living  in  the  parish  five  years? 
— Not  all ;  several  cases  were  cases  of  temporary  sickness. 

2732.  You  relieve  in  cases  of  sickness,  whether  they  have  resided  that  time  or 
not? — Yes;  if  they  are  not  settled  with  us,  cases  of  temporary  sickness  are 
chargeable  to  the  common  fund. 

2733.  Can  you  state  the  proportion  of  cases  in  which  persons  have  acquired 
irremovability  ? — I  cannot ;  I  cannot  get  at  it  very  well ;  there  is  no  separate 
heading. 

2734.  Wi)at  did  you  do,  before  that  Act  was  passed,  in  a  case  of  sickness? — 
They  wr re  all  removed  ;  I  was  not  in  office  at  the  time ;  that  is  prior  to  the 
passing  of  this  Act ;  but  from  the  register  of  removals  that  we  have  in  the  parish, 
I  see  that  there  are  many  cases  that  were  chargeable  by  reason  of  sickness, 
anterior  to  the  passing  of  this  Act,  which  were  removed. 

2735.  Is  there  a  clause  in  the  Irremovable  Act  that  in  case  of  sickness  you 
cannot  remove  them? — Yes;  the  grounds  of  irremovability  are,  five  years' 
residence,  or  temporary  sickness. 

2736.  Those  are  all  cases  consequent  upon  the  existence  of  this  Act? — Y^'es  ; 
the  other  common  charges  in  the  union  are  2,392  /.  4^.  8  J  ^.,  making  the  total 
expenditure  for  the  irremovable  poor  and  common  charges,  5,628  l.  gs.  3id. 

2737.  That  all  comes  upon  the  common  fund? — Yes. 

2738.  Sir  W.  Miles  ]  Against  a  total  of  what?— £.  8,862  0  ^.  Sd.;  I  have  a 
table  here,  in  a  rough  state,  which  I  will  hand  in,  showing  how  these  common 
fund  charges  are  apportioned,  according  to  the  townships. 

2739.  Chairman.]  Do  you  distinguish  between  other  charges  and  charges  for 
the  irremovable  poor,  because  there  are  other  charges  besides,  for  the  poor  who 
have  required  irremovability,  such  as  establishment  charges  ? — Yes,  and  the 
salaries  of  officers  ;  they  are  included  in  this  5,628/.  The  in-door  and  out-door 
irremovable  poor  cost  3,235  /.  14^.  7  d. ;  the  other  common  charges,  as  well  as 
establishment  expenses,  2,392  /.,  making  a  total  of  5,628  /. 

2740.  How  is  this  fund  apportioned  ? — It  is  apportioned  according  to  the 
existing  averages,  based  on  the  estimated  expenditure,  for  pauperism  proper,  in 
each  township,  and  it  gives  a  result  which  shows  the  inequality,  and  what  we 
consider  the  unfairness  of  the  present  Irremovable  Bill,  and  the  great  disparity  in 
the  charge  upon  the  rateable  value. 

2741.  The  circumstances  of  these  townships  diflper  very  much,  do  they  not? — 
They  differ  in  reference  to  the  settled  poor.  As  to  the  irremovable  poor,  I  do 
not  think  the  circumstances  differ  at  all. 

2742.  Are  there  not  more  poor  and  less  property  in  some  parishes  than  in 
others?— Of  course;  but  ii  does  not  follow  that  where  there  is  the  most  poor  in 
the  population  there  is  the  most  irremovable  poor. 

2743.  The  fund  is  distributed  very  unequally  over  the  11  townships? — Yes; 
0.95.  s  4  ^"^^ 
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Mr.  T.  F.  Hedleyu  for  instance,    there   is  the  township   of  Ryehope,    the   apportionment  there  is 

only  one  penny  in  the  pound  upon  the  rateable  value,  whereas  in  the  township 

«2  June  i860,      ^iih  which  I  am  connected  it  is  1  ^.  2^. ;   that  is  Sunderland. 

2744.  You  jiive  us  the  apportionment  upon  the  rateable  value.  I  take  for 
granted  that  the  charge  fixed  upon  any  parish  is  upon  the  average  of 
three  years,  and  upon  the  contribution  which  they  have  been  called  upon  to  make 
for  the  relief  of  the  poor? — Yes,  that  is  the  present  law,  and  we  contend  that  it 
operates  most  oppressively  and  unfairly  upon  us. 

2745.  That  is  the  cliarge  upon  the  assessment? — ^Those  estimates  are  upon 
the  assessment;  it  would  be  7hd.  throughout  the  whole  union, 

2746.  Can  you  give  the  Committee  instances  of  the  inequality  of  which  you 
complain  } — Yes,  in  Ryeliope. 

2747.  What  is  the  number  of  the  poor,  and  then  show  how  much  you  are 
charged  ?— The  number  of  poor  who  are  relieved  in  Ryehope  is  34,  and  the  rale 
is  one  penny  in  the  pound  upon  the  rateable  value.  In  Sunderland,  the  number 
of  paupers  relieved  is  1,661,  and  the  rale  comes  to  1  5.  2rf,  in  the  pound. 

2748.  Sir  W.  Miles,']   Is  Ryehope  a  small  parish? — Yes. 

2749.  How  many  inhabitants  are  there? — Four  hundred  and  seventy-five. 

2750.  Mt.  DodsonJ]  Where  is  it? — Just  on  the  outskirts,  one  of  the  agricul- 
tural parishes.  The  township  of  Pans  has  4.5  paupers;  the  population  is  316, 
and  there  were  45  paupers  relieved  last  year  ;  the  apportionment  of  the  common 
fund  upon  that  township  is  \s.  4id.  in   the  pound,  wfiereas  in  Ryehope,  where 

.  there  are  34  paupers  only,  eleven  fewer  than  in  Pans,  and  the  rateable  value  of 
which  is  four  times  as  much  ;  it  is  only  a  penny  in  the  pound. 

2751.  What  is  the  rateable  value  in  Sunderland,  and  the  other  parishes? — In 
the  parish  of  Sunderland  it  is  33,445  /• 

2752.  Cfhairman.y^ow  the  others? — The  rateable  value  of  Pans  is  1,394/., 
of  Ryehope  5,857/. 

2753.  What  does  the  common  fund  amount  to? — £5,628.  95.  3irf. 

2754.  What  is  the  contribution  of  Sunderland  to  that? — It  is  1,949/.  1 2s.  ^d, 

2755.  -And  what  is  the  contribution  of  the  other  two? — For  Pans  it  is 
95/.  85.  id.y  and  for  Ryehope  24/.  9^.  lod. 

2756.  Are  you  prepared  to  say  that  that  is  a  very  unequal  distribution? — Yes, 
there  is  a  commonalty  of  interest  throughout  the  whole  of  these  townships  as  to 
irremovable  poor;  for  instance,  Pans  is  a  shipbuilding  place;  there  are  ship- 
builders then',  and  manufactories,  and  they  derive  great  advantages  in  getting 
cheap,  unskilled  labour  from  this  class  of  the  poor. 

2757.  What  class  of  the  poor  do  you  refer  to?— The  irremovable  poor. 

2758.  You  do  not  Say  that  all  who  are  irremovable  are  chargeable? — No;  but 
the  great  bulk  of  the  irremovable  poor  are  un^^killed  labourers. 

2759.  Sir  JV.  Miles.]  What  is  Ryehope? — An  agricultural  parish. 

2760.  Do  you  think  that  th^y  benefit  in  an  equal  proportion  to  the  last  parish 
which  you  mentioned? — 1  think  they  do;  the  agriculturalists  do  not  require  to 
keep  Such  a  large  staff  of  servants,  as  they  do  in  remote  districts  ;  they  can  always 
command  from  these  people  a  cheap  su|)ply  of  labour  in  the  season. 

2761.  Do  jou  think  that  they  derive  the  same  benefit  from  liie  irremovable 
poor  that  the  shipbuilding  yards  do  ?— I  believe  they  do. 

2762.  Chairman.]  What  is  the  occasion  of  this  great  difference,  one  being 
Is.  2d.  in  the  pound,  and  the  other  only  a  penny  in  the  pound  ? — Because  the 

parish  of  Sunderland  is  the  low  end  of  the  town,  where  the  great  bulk  of  the 
poor  have  generally  resided,  consequently  the  averages  there  are  hij^her  than  in  the 
other  parishes, 

2763.  The  figures  which  you  have  given  were  the  averages  of  three  years  ? — 
Yes ;  based  on  the  averages  of  three  years. 

2764.  What  have  you  to  say  as  to  the  other  seven  parishes? — There  is  Bishop- 
wearmouth,  which  comprises  the  largest  portion  of  our  union  ;  the  population  is 
31,824,  and  the  rat<able  value  93,61.5/.,  and  there  the  apportionment  of  the 
common  fund  is  only  2,052  Z.,  about  160/.  more  than  others  with  only  a  third  of 
the  rateable  value. 

2765.  I  thouuht  you  said  93,000/.  ? — Yes,  the  rateable  value  is  93,615  /. 

2766.  What  is  the  rateable  value  of  Sunderland,  33,000  /.  ? — Yes ;  and  our 
proportion  is  only  about  160/.  less  than  that  of  Bishopuearmouth  with  nearly 
three  times  the  rateable  value. 

2767.  Sir  fV.  Miles.]  How  do  you  account  for  there   being  so   many   more 

irremovable 
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irremovable  poor  in  Sunderland  as  compared  with   Bishopwearmoutli  ? — That  is    Mr.  T.  F.  Hedley ^ 

not  so;  the  number  of  paupers  relieved  on  tlie  1st  of  January  1859  ^"  Bishop-     '  

virearmouth  was  807  ;  of  those,  429  were  irremovable  ;  but  we  contribute  equally      C2  June  i860, 
to  Bishopwearmouth  for  those   people ;    our  number  was  697,  with  only  23*2 
irremovable. 

2768.  Chaif^an.}  Is  there  any  other  among  your  1 1  parishes  that  exhibits 
the  same  kind  of  inequality  ? — Yes  ;  they  are  all  nearly  different ;  for  instance, 
there  is  Monk  Wearmouth  ;  that  is  a  parish  with  a  population  of  10,109  ;  880 
were  relieved,  and  the  rateable  value  is  20,215/. ;  their  apportionment  is  only 
856  /.  13^.  10  rf.,  or  at  the  rate  of  104^.  in  the  pound.  Then  there  is  Hilton  at 
4  d. ;  Ford,  7  d. 

2769.  What  is  precisely  your  complaint  about  this  inequality  ;  is  it  that  the 
charge  for  the  common  fund  is  made  upon  the  amount  of  poverty  in  each  place 
without  reference  to  the  property  ? — ^Yes  ;  we  think  that  the  fair  basis  should  be 
the  rateable  value  over  the  whole  union. 

2770.  If  that  plan  were  adopted,  it  would  change  the  distribution  of  the 
charge;  would  it  make  it  a  fair  rate  upon  the  whole  of  the  property? — 
I  think  so. 

2771.  Have  you  calculated  what  it  would  be? — Yes;  that  apportionment 
would  be  provided  by  a  rate  of  7J  d.  in  the  pound  over  the  whole  union. 

2772.  Would  there  be  great  resistance  to  that  being  done,  or  do  your 
guardians  recommend  it  ? — I  do  not  believe  there  would  be  any  resistance  to  its 
being  done. 

2773-  There  is  a  general  sense  of  the  inequality  and  injustice  of  the  present 
system  ? — Yes,  there  is ;  I  speak,  I  think,  the  opinion  of  the  majority  of  our 
Board,  which  is,  that  the  area  of  taxation  and  chargeability  would  be  better  to 
be  one  entire  union  charge. 

2774.  Would  you  allow  a  pauper  to  acquire  a  residence  in  the  union  and  not 
in  a  parish? — Decidedly;  we  think  that  there  are  many  individual  cases  of 
hardship  in  connexion  with  the  irremovable  residence  being  limited  to  a  parish. 

2775.  What  is  the  hardship? — For  instance,  there  was  a  case  which  occurred 
last  week  of  a  woman  who  had  lived  35  years  in  Bishopwearmouth ;  she  removed 
across  the  street  into  the  parish  of  Sunderland,  and  her  relief  was  legally 
discontinued  by  the  Bishopwearmouth  people  ;  she  not  being  resident  in  the 
parish,  and  being  a  pauper  on  the  common  fund,  they  could  not  relieve  her,  and 
struck  her  oflF  their  relief  list ;  then  she  had  to  apply  to  Sunderland,  and,  not 
being  settled  there,  I  had  to  take  out  an  order  for  her  removal. 

2776.  Where  was  her  parish  ? — In  South  Shields;  it  was  no  hardship  in  her 
particular  case. 

2777.  If  she  had  been  settled  in  Cornwall,  you  would  have  sent  her  there  ? — 
Yes. 

2778.  That  is  what  an  overseer  would  consider  to  be  his  duty? — Certainly; 
that  case  has  occurred  within  the  last  fortnight.  Then  tl)ere  was  another  case  of 
an  old  man  who  had  worked  for  35  years  in  Bishopwearmouth ;  he  went  across 
the  river,  and  was  considered  to  have  *  broken  his  residence.  I  received  an  order 
to  remove  him ;  but,  after  maturely  considering  the  case,  the  justices  thought 
that  it  ought  to  be  deemed  merely  temporary  absence,  and  he  was  continued  on 
the  common  fund  ;  they  did  not  take  advantage  of  the  break  in  that  case,  he  was 
so  old. 

2779.  ^^^  justices  have  hardly  a  discretion,  have  they  ? — I  took  the  man 
before  the  magistrates,  and,  in  the  course  of  his  examination,  he  stated  that  he 
went  there  with  the  intention,  if  he  did  not  get  work,  of  returning ;  and  that  has 
been  held  not  to  be  a  break  of  residence. 

2780.  Is  it  in  the  discretion  of  the  magistrates  what  shall  be  considered  a 
break  of  residence ;  and  what  temporary  absence  ? — It  is  in  their  discretion 
whether  they  shall  grant  an  order  for  removal  or  not. 

2781.  Is  it  often  the  case  that  they  have  to  consider  whether  a  man  has  really 
broken  bifi  residence,  or  has  been  merely  temporarily  absent  ? — We  always  con- 
sider that. 

2782.  Is  there  anything  definite  in  the  law  about  it  ? — Yes,  if  a  man  goes  away 
from  a  place,  and  is  absent  no  unreasonable  length  of  time  and  returns,  then  the 
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Mff.  T.  r.  Hedle^.  decisions  of  the  couUshave  been,  that  if  he  went  with  the  intention  of  returning, 

— he  has  not  broken  his  residence. 

M  June  i860.  2783.  You  have  a  decision  to  refer  to  ? — There  are  two  or  three. 

2784.  As  your  parishes  are  circumstanced,  I  suppose  these  cases  constantly 
occur  r — Yes ;  tliey  are  of  constant  occurrence. 

2785.  That  a  person  who,  having  resided  longer  than  five  years,  loses  his  or  her 
claim  to  irremoveability,  by  passing  to  another  ph\ce?— Yes;  passing  across  the 
street ;  for  change  of  residence  does  it ;  they  do  not  understand  it ;  a  person 
may  easily  come  across  from  one  side  of  San-street  to  another,  which  divides  the 
parisi),  without  knowing  that  he  is  breaking  his  residence. 

2786.  Supposing  they  did  know,  might  it  not  be  the  means  of  keeping  a  man 
in  a  place  where  he  was  not  well  employed,  for  feai-  of  losing  his  irremoviibility  ? 
— It  might  in  reference  to  outlying  districts,  but  not  in  such  a  case  as  this. 

2787.  Mr.  Knight.li  What  has  been  the  general  effect  of  the  Poor  Law  Amend- 
ment Act  on  Sunderland  ? — Very  advantageous  ;  highly  so.  I  do  not  know  that 
any  union  can  present  greater  results  than  Sunderland  can,  from  the  beneficial 
operation  of  the  Poor  Law  Amendment  Act. 

2788.  Can  you  give  the  Committee  any  instances  of  that? — In  1847  the  pro- 
portion of  paupers  in  the  Sunderland  LFnion  was  i  in  12;  in  February,  1858, 
the  proportion  was  1  in  28.  I  have  taken  a  very  great  deal  of  interest  in  the 
administration  of  the  poor  law ;  and  I  have  inquired  into  the  general  effects  of 
it ;  we  apply  the  poor  law  in  all  its  integrity,  and  carry  out  every  order  of  the 
Poor  Law  Board ;  and  that  has  had  an  important  effect  upon  the  character 
of  the  people.  For  two  years  we  had  a  time  of  very  great  distress  amongst 
the  shipwrights  and  seamen ;  but,  notwithstanding  that,  we  had  not  the  least 
pressure  upon  our  poor-rates.  On  investigating  the  position  of  the  working 
classes,  I  found  that  in  1847,  ^^at  was  two  years  before  we  began  to  apply  the 
poor  law  in  all  its  integrity,  the  number  of  Savings  Bank  accounts  was  1,759, 
and  the  amount  deposited,  42,586  /.  15^.  7^;  in  1857,  ^^ter  the  poor  law  had 
been  seven  years  in  operation,  the  nun)ber  of  Savings  Bank  accounts  had  increased 
to  2,984/.,  nearly  double;  and  the  amount  deposited,  from  42,586/.  155.,  had 
risen  to  70,084/.  9*.  7rf. 

2789.  Have  you  had  a  corresponding  reduction  in  the  rates  in  the  pound? — 
Ye«,  we  have;  but  I  should  like  to  n)ention  another  fact,  in  reference  to  building 
societies,  which  are  a  peculiar  institution  of  the  working  classes;  the  number  in 
1847  w^  ^^^y  ^^g^^i  i"  1857,  there  were  no  less  than  37  in  operation;  the 
annual  income  in  1847  was  12,200/.,  and  in  1857,  70,000/.,  or  equal  to  the  deposits 
in  the  savings  banks. 

2790.  Sir  W.  Miles.']  Has  this  had  great  effect  upon  the  morals  of  your  popu- 
lation ?—  It  has.  I  am  happy  to  find  from  the  criminal  statistics  which  have  been 
published,  that,  as  we  have  reduced  in  pauperisu),  there  has  been  a  corresponding 
reduction  in  crime.     I  find  that  we  are  below  any  of  the  surrounding  towns. 

2791.  Can  you  give  us  that  for  the  same  periods  of  lime  that  you  have  referred 
to  ? — No.  The  statistics  were  not  compiled  in  the  same  form  as  they  are  now ; 
giving  the  proportion  of  crime  throughout;  we  are  below  Tynemouth,  Newcastle, 
and  Hartlepool,  or  any  of  those  surrounding  places,  both  as  to  thieves  and  aban- 
doned women,  and  all  those  other  general  offences,  notwithstanding  that  we  are  a 
seaport. 

2792.  Has  drunkenness  very  much  decreased? — We  have  not  nearly  the  same 
amount  of  drunkenness  in  Sunderland  as  there  is  in  the  surrounding  district. 

2793.  Has  it  materially  decreased  since  the  period  to  which  you  have  alluded  ? 
ft                 — I  think  it  has.     I  think  there  has  been  a  general  improvement  in  the  condition 

of  the  working  classes  of  Sunderland  within  that  period. 

2794.  Mr.  Dodson7\  You  were  speaking  of  persons  losing  their  irremovability 
by  breaking  their  residence  ? — Yes. 

2795.  Do  you  know  any  instances  of  persons  having  been  induced,  or  advised, 
or  entrapped,  into  changing  their  residence,  with  the  view  of  relieving  the  parish 
from  them  ? — I  can  state  that  such  is  not  the  practice  in  Sunderland ;  the  guardians 
would  censure  any  proceedings  of  that  kind.  I  believe  that  it  is  resorted  in  some 
other  neighbouring  unions,  for  we  have  had  instances  of  it ;  for  instance,  about 
two  years  ago,  there  was  an  old  man  who  had  been  four  years  and  10  months  at 
Houghton-le-Spring,  acting  there  in  the  carpadty  of  bellman,  and  he  was  induced 
to  become  chargeable ;  and  then  an  order  was  taken  out,  and  we  received  him. 

There 


Digitized  by 


Google 


SELECT  COMMITTEE  ON  IRREMOVABLE  POOR.  147 

There  are  similar   cases  in  colliery  districts;  in  many  of  them  they  have  houses  Mr.T.F.  Hedky. 

which  they  set  apart ;  for  instance,  if  the  husband  dies,  and  leaves  a  wife  and  a         

large  family,  they  say,  *'  We  want  this  house  for  another  workman,  but  there  is  one  ««  June  i86cn 
across  the  road  that  you  can  go  to;'*  and  in  one  place  a  village  is  situated  not  only 
in  two  townships,  but  in  two  separate  unions,  and  the  colliery  is  in  Coxhoe  town- 
ship; but  the  houses  for  widows  to  reside  in  happen  to  be  on  the  opposite  side 
of  the  road,  in  another  township,  and  in  a  different  union,  and  they  get  rid  of 
them  in  that  way. 

2796.  One  union  gets  the  benefit  of  the  work,  and  the  ether  gets  the  benefit  of 
the  paupers  ? — Yes. 

2797.  Have  you  niany  Irish  in  your  union  r — ^We  had  many  a  short  time  ago, 
but  we  have  not  had  many  lately.  I  find,  by  a  return  that  I  extracted  for  the 
year  ending  25th  March  1854,  that  I  obtained  27  orders  for  Scotch  and  Irish 
paupers ;  during  the  last  year  I  do  not  think  they  have  exceeded  three. 

2798.  Mr.  Lockhart]  Have  yon  the  Scotcli  and  Irish  together,  or  have  you  got 
them  separately  ? — No  ;  but  they  are  about  equal. 

2799-  ^'*'  ^-  Miles.]  Have  you  carried  out  the  law  of  removal  strictly  as  to 
the  Scotch  and  Irish? — We  do  so,  in  all  cases. 

2800.  Have  you  many  irremovable  Irish  ? — A  few  ;  but  they  are  chiefly  irre- 
movabie  by  reason  of  sickness  or  disability ;  there  are  not  many  irremovable  by 
reason  of  five  years'  residence. 

2801.  Do  they,  generally  speakinji,  know  that  it  is  to  their  advantage  to  remain 
five  years  without  applying  for  relief? — We  have  the  greatest  difficulty  in  arriving 
at  the  truth  as  to  residence.  I  have  known  a  pauper  solemnly  swear  that  he  had 
been  six  years  resident  in  Sunderland,  and,  on  close  investigation,  1  have  been 
able  to  reduce  his  period  of  residence  to  two  years. 

2802.  Supposing  the  Committee  were  to  recommend  a  change,  and  that  three 
years*  residence  should  give  irremovability  iublead  of  five,  what  effect,  in  your 
opinion,  would  it  have? — It  would  increase  the  nuniber  of  irremovable  poor,  and 
without  a  more  equitable  distribution  of  the  charge  of  that  poor ;  it  would  operate 
most  prejudicially  in  a  case  like  that  of  Sunderland. 

2803.  Sunderland  is  a  parish  which  has  a  great  number  of  poor  dwellings  in 
it? — Yes  ;  we  have  about  5,000  separate  tenements  in  the  parish;  something  like 
3,000  under  an  annual  rental  of  4/. 

2804.  Do  the  people  congregate  there  from  Bishopwearmouth  ? — Yes ;  they 
come  for  the  cheap  tenements. 

2805.  The  present  union  charge  acts  very  prejudicially  to  th€  parish  of  Sun- 
derland ? — Yes  ;  although  I  am  sure  our  guardians  would  not  object  to  the  terra 
of  resideoce  being  reduced,  or  to  a  measure  for  establishing  a  union  rating ;  they 
are  rather  anxious  upon  that  point. 

2806.  If  the  law  remains  as  it  is  as  to  the  averages,  would  they  object  to  have  the 
period  reduced  ? — ^Yes,  as  it  would  create  a  greater  anomaly  in  the  charges  then 
that  now  exists. 

2807.  Mr.  Knight]  What  is  the  rate  in  the  pound  that  was  paid  during  the 
lasi  year  for  the  support  of  the  poor,  in  Sunderland  ? — There  has  been  a  material 
decrease  there  lately.  When  I  was  appointed  in  1 850,  the  rate  was,  on  the  average, 
16^.  in  the  pound,  and  I  believe  one  year  so  high  as  22«.  in  the  pound;  but 
since  the  Small  Tenement  Act  has  come  into  operation,  that  lias  brought  in  a 
large  mass  of  unrated  tenements  ;  but  we  have  lately  got  a  large  accession  to  the 
rateable  value  by  the  Sunderland  Docks,  and  our  rate  is  now  only  1  s.  6^.,  in- 
cluding borough  rate,  for  the  last  half  year. 

2808.  In  1852,  it  was  2s.  11  d.;  so  that  you  have  been  a  great  gainer  r — I 
think  there  is  some  mistake  there;  that  is  for  the  whole  union,  I  apprehend. 

2809.  No  ;  15,  yd.  for  the  whole  union  ? — ^That  is  for  the  poor  alone ;  I  include 
tlie  borough  rate. 

2810.  In  fact^  the  parish  of  Sunderland  pays  less  than  the  average  of  Elngland 
now  ? — Yes ;  our  union  average  is  considerably  less  for  the  poor  generally ;  that  is 
why  our  guardians  advocate  union  rating  and  union  settlement.  The  cost  of 
pauperism  in  Eitglaud  and  Wales,  according  to  the  popuiatiou  in  1 851,  for  in-door 
and  out-door  relief,  was  4  ^.  8 1  cf. 

281 1.  Ymi  do  not  cata^  to  complain  of  any  special  damage  dooe  to  the  parish 
of  Sunderland  by  the  present  state  of  the  law,  but  you  rather  think  that  it  would 
be  in  favour  generally  of  union  rating/although,  in  &rct,  the  property  h^s  received 
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Mr.  TkF.  Hedley.  great  benefit  in  Sunderland  from  the  changes  that  have  taken   place? — Yes  ;  the 

benefit  is  diffused  generally  over  the  whole  union. 

aa  June  i860.  2812.  Not  from  any  special  increase,  or  any  high  rating,  that  you  have  to 

complain  of? — No,  not  now;  from  those  circumstances  we  have  received  a  very 
great  reduction. 

2813.  It  is  rather  a  theoretical  than  a  practical  complaint? — Not  so,  the 
charge  on  the  common  fund ;  what  we  complain  of  is,  where  the  inequality 
exists  in  the  apportionments. 

2814.  Mr.  DodsonJ]  You  do  not  complain  that  the  parish  of  Sunderland  is 
not  benefited,  but  that  other  parishes  in  the  union  are  benefited  more  ? — ^That 
they  derive  a  corresponding  advantage  from  the  increase  of  the  people,  but  they 
do  not  take  a  fair  share  in  the  increased  burthen  of  them. 

2815.  Mr.  Knight.']  Have  they  had  as  great  a  reduction  as  you  have? — Quite 
as  great ;  aod  they  pay  less. 

2816.  Do  they  pay  as  much  as  formerly? — Not  quite  as  much. 

2817.  They  originally  paid  less,  and  they  now  pay  less  ? — Yes;  the  average 
cost  in  the  county  of  Durham  is  28.  "ioid.  per  head  upon  the  population  :  but, 
in  the  Sunderland  Poor  Law  Union,  it  is  only  28.  sd.  and  an  eighth  per  head. 
Bishopwearmouth  never  was  so  heavily  taxed  as  Sunderland  is;  it  is  abetter 
description  of  properly,  they  have  not  participated  to  the  same  extent  in  the 
reduction  ;  one-half  of  their  paupers  are  irremovable,  while  they  only  pay  in  pro- 
portion to  one-third,  as  we  do. 

2818.  Mr.  Barron.']  You  stated  that  you  believed  your  guardians  approved 
of  union  rating ;  will  you  be  good  enough  to  explain  ;  I  find  that  some  persons 
understand  by  union  rating,  a  rating  of  the  annual  value  of  each  parish  for  the 
charges  of  the  irremovable  poor  only,  leaving  the  settled  poor  to  be  charged  to 
the  parish  they  have  hitherto  belonged  to? — The  majority  of  the  Sunderland 
guardians  I  believe  to  be  of  opinion  that  it  ought  to  include  the  whole ;  thaf,  in 
fact,  a  union  ought  to  be  what  a  parish  is  now  ;  there  is  a  commonalty  now  in 
a  union  that  there  was  formerly  in  a  parish  ;  we  do  not  go  to  the  extent  of  county 
rating. 

2819.  Mr.  Knight.']  That  is  because  your  union  pays  less  than  a  county? — 
Precisely  ;  we  find  that  the  poor  law  is  not  carried  out  to  the  same  extent  in 
other  parishes  as  with  us. 

2820.  Mr.  Dodson.]  You  consider  that  there  is  a  commonalty  of  interest 
between  different  parishes  in  a  union,  which  does  not  exist  between  the  different 
unions  in  the  country  ? — Yes  ;  there  is  no  commonalty  of  interest  between  the 
Sunderland  Union  and  the  Teesdale  Union. 

2821.  Mr.  Knight.]  I  find  that  one  of  your  parishes.  Pans,  contains  only  eight 
acres ;  it  has  316  in  population  now  ;  whereas,  in  1801  it  had  564  ;  and,  I  think, 
you  have  stated  that  there  are  now  shipbuilding  yards  there  ? — There  are  two  or 
three  shipbuilding  yards,  and  other  works. 

2822.  Probably  cottages  have  been  pulled  down  to  build  those  shipbuilding 
yards  ? — I  do  not  know. 

2823.  The  population  has  decreased  very  much  in  the  course  of  50  years? — 
Yes,  in  Pans ;  and  by  the  next  census  there  will  be  shown  a  decrease  in  the  popu- 
lation of  Sunderland;  it  is  a  very  limited  area,  only  178  acres;  and  there  are 
about  40  acres  of  that  which  is  water  area  ;  it  is  entirely  studded  with  houses ; 
the  more  respectable  portion  of  the  mechanics  and  master  mariners  are  leaving  our 
parish,  and  going  into  Bishopwearmouth,  to  the  .better  buildings ;  as  the  town 
improves,  so  does  the  parish  of  Sunderland  deteriorate ;  as  the  people  get  into 
better  circumstances,  they  require  better  buildings  than  we  have  for  them. 

2824.  Chairman.]  You  formerly  had  a  great  number  of  Scotch  poor  ? — ^Yes, 
and  Irish. 

2825.  In  what  way  do  you  remove  the  Scotch ;  do  you  seud  them  to  the 
border,  or  to  their  parishes  ? — The  removals  throughout  the  county  of  Durham 
are  regulated  by  the  magistrates  in  quarter  sessions,  who  name  certain  seaports 
or  places  to  which  the  paupers  have  to  be  removed,  and  we  abide  by  these  instrac- 
tions,  except  in  a  case  in  which  the  pauper  expresses  a  wish  to  go  to  some  other 
port  or  place. 

2826.  Where  do  you  remove  them  to;  is  there  a  settlement  in  Scotland? — 
Yes. 

2827.  You  know  that  there  is  not  iu  Ireland  ?— Yes. 

12828.  Does 
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2828.  Does  the  pauper  tell  you  where  he  was  settled  in   Scotland  ?— Yes,  Mr.  T.  F.  HedUy^ 
where  he  was  born  and  where  he  was  last  employed.  ;.. 

2829.  The  practice  is  ihe  same  as  with  respect  to  Irish  paupers  ? — Yes.  la  Juae  i860. 

2830.  You  take  his  statement  as  to  where  he  was  born,  and  you  remove  him 
to  a  place  on  the  border  nearest  to  it,  or  to  a  port  on  the  coast  nearest  to  it  ?— 
Yes,  to  the  seaport  nearest  to  it ;  and  the  place  according  to  the  instructions, 
unless  the  pauper  be  infirm,  when  he  would  be  sent  by  railway  direct  to  the  place 
if  in  Scotland. 

2831.  Have  you  often  appeals  from  those  places  to  which  they  are  removed  ? 
—I  have  been  10  years  in  my  present  situation,  and  1  neveV  had  a  single 
appeal. 

2832.  Do  they  frequently  make  misstatements  as  to  their  place  of  birth  ? — I 
have  not  found  that  to  be  the  case. 

2833.  Do  you  say  the  same  of  the  Irish  as  of  tiie  Scotch? — Yes,  but  hitherto 
the  great  bulk  of  the  Irish  will  not  be  removed ;  they  leave  the  union  rather  thau 
be  removed. 

2834.  What  do  you  know  of  those  oeople  ;  you  first  find  that  they  are  charge- 
able, then  you  get  an  order  of  removal,  and  then  sooner  than  be  removed  they  go 
out  of  the  parish  ;  do  you  know  where  they  get  work  ? — No. 

2835.  Do  you  believe  they  go  back  to  Ireland  ? — No. 

2836.  They  go,  I  suppose,  into  some  neighbouring  union  ?-^Yes,  where  they 
do  not  carry  out  the  law  so  strictly  as  we  do. 

2837.  If  you  had  not  had  the  power  of  removal,  you  would  have  had  those 
people  with  you  ? — Yes,  and  a  very  large  increase  of  pauperism. 

2838.  Are  you  for  abolishing  removal  ? — Certainly  not,  although  we  should 
recommend  an  extended  area  for  it,  and  not  what  it  is;  settlements  should  be 
co-extensive  with  the  rating;  if  there  was  union  rating,  then  there  might  be  union 
settlement. 

2839.  Would  that  have  any  influence  on  any  other  poor  besides  the  Irish  ? — 
I  think  it  would  be  beneficial  to  our  own  poor;  but  if  the  power  of  removal  was 
abolished  in  the  interior  or  midland  districts  there  would  be  a  pressure  to  force 
the  people  out,  and  necessarily  it  would  burden  the  large  towns  or  unions  with 
them. 

2840.  What  do  you  mean  by  pressure  and  forcing  them  out  ? — The  greatest 
proportion  of  the  paupers  who  come  to  our  neighbourhood,  come  out  of  the 
intiurior  of  Ireland,  and  not  from  Dublin.  Roscommon  is  a  very  fruitful  source 
of  pauperism  to  us.  I  found  that  in  Boyle,  one  of  the  principal  workhouses 
there,  the  dietary  is  most  meagre.     There  are  only  two  meals  a  day. 

2841.  How  do  those  people  come  to  Sunderland  ? — ^That  I  cannot  tell. 

2842.  By  sea? — They  must  come  across,  and  they  come  to  Liverpool 
generally ;  they  know  that  it  is  of  no  use  applying  there,  and  then  they  come 
across  the  country,  whether  by  railway  or  not  I  cannot  say;  but  we  had  a  case 
this  week  of  a  woman  in  our  workhouse  of  the  name  of  Maher,  with  three 
children ;  she  became  chargeable,  as  an  Irishwoman.  Her  statement  was,  that 
her  husband  had  gone  to  America  five  weeks  ago,  and  left  her  in  Mayo  and 
within  five  weeks  she  found  her  way  across  from  there  to  Sunderland.  In 
explanation,  she  said  she  had  come  to  go  about,  and  that  her  husband  had 
promised  to  send  for  her ;  that  her  husband  and  she  had  arranged  to  commu- 
nicate with  the  parish  priest ;  that  she  was  going  to  make  a  circuit  of  the  district, 
and  her  husband  was  to  communicate  with  the  parish  priest.  That  is  the  only 
explanation  she  can  give.  She  has  three  children ;  they  are  all  bad  of  the  itch, 
and  in  a  very  filthy  state. 

2843.  Are  the  children  fit  for  work;  have  you  put  them  to  work? — No,  she 
has  one  child  quite  an  infant,  and  she  has  no  prospect  of  supporting  herself; 
she  is  in  the  hospital. 

2844.  Do  you  intend  to  keep  them  there  ?— Yes,  until  they  are  cured  of  the 
itch,  and  then  we  shall  take  steps  to  remove  them.  There  is  one  hardship  that 
has  been  thrown  upon  the  Irish  seaport  towns,  that  our  powers  are  limited  to 
sending  them  to  particular  seaports  in  Ireland;  they  have  no  power  in  Ireland  to 
pass  them  on ;  there  is  no  removal  law  there,  and  the  consequence  is  that  by  a 
return  that  was  published  by  the  Poor  Law  Board  out  of  760  paupers,  who  were 
chargeable  to  the  12  seaports  named  in  our  English  regulations,  672  were  not 
born  in  the  union. 

0.95.  T  3  2845.  In 
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Mr.  T.F.UedUy.      2845.  In  which  those  12  seaports  are  situate  ?— Yes ;  and  I  believe  it  would 

be  better,  both  for  the  Irish  people  and  the  Eiiglish,  if  the  power  was  extended 

92  June  i860,      ot  sending  paupers  l)ack  to  the  union  from  whence  lliey  come  ;  we  ought  to  have 
the  [>ower  of  sending  them  back  to  Mayo  instead  of  landing  them  in  Dublin. 

2846.  What  good  would  that  be  to  you? — I  believe  we  should  not  have  nearly 
so  many  coming  across,  and  that  it  would  put  an  end  to  those  clearances  and 
evictions.  If  a  landlord  wants  to  rid  his  own  land  of  its  incumbrances,  and 
ren.ove  the  poor,  he  takes  the  roof  off  of  a  cottage.  He  must  give  the  relieving 
officer  notice,  but  the  people  do  not  stay  there,  and  he,  by  that  means,  effectually 
rids  himself  of  the  obligation  of  supporting  them.  The  people  have  no  means  of 
gettii)g  back,  or  being  sent  back  to  him.  I  think  the  same  power  ought  to  be 
given  with  regard  to  the  Irish  that  we  have  as  to  the  English. 

2847.  You  say  tiiat  the  landlord  gets  rid  of  the  poor  by  rendering  them  desti- 
tute ;  I  suppose  they  move  away  ;  where  do  they  go  to  r — The  great  bulk  of  them 
come  to  England. 

2848.  When  they  come  to  England,  and  come  to  Sunderland,  what  would  you 
propose  to  do? — That  we  should  make  the  Irish  estate  as  liable  as  we  make  the 
English  estate,  and  send  ihem  back  from  whence  they  came. 

2S49.  Mr.  Knight.]  Then  you  would  give  a  settlement  in  Ireland?— Yes. 

2850.  C  hairman.^  Are  you  aware  that  thai  is  wholly  impracticable,  that  is  to 
say,  that  it  would  not  be  allowed  in  Ireland  ? — I  do  not  know  that. 

2851.  Do  you  believe  that  if  a  landlord  can  clear  his  estate  in  Ireland,  and  by 
thai  means  send  the  people  over  here,  he  would  not  send  them  back  again  to 
England  if  they  had  been  removed  as  readily  as  at  firbt  r — No,  as  he  would  be 
liable  to  have  them  sent  back  to  him  agfain. 

-Via 

2852.  Would  not  that  be  an  additional  expense  to  any  English  parish  or 
union  ?— It  would  not  add  much  to  the  expense  ;  if  the  English  authorities  could 
enter  into  an  arrangement  with  an  agent  in  Dublin  to  give  notice  that  a  ()duper 
from  Mayo  was  going  to  be  removed,  and  requiring  him  to  pass  her  on,  the 
expenses  uould  be  very  trifling. 

2853.  What  would  usually  be  done  in  such  a  case  as  you  have  referred  to; 
suppose  this  person  recovers,  would  you  not  remove  her  to  Ireland  r — Yes  ;  we 
should  have  to  sliip  her  to  a  seaport,  I  believe ;  probably  Dublin. 

2854.  Is  net  that  enough  for  you  ? — Yes. 

2855.  You  are  not  likely  to  have  her  brought  back  from  Dublin?— I  do  not 
know  ;  we  do  find  them  occasionally,  but  they  do  not  come  back  to  the  ^ame 
union. 

2856.  Do  the  Irish  generally  give  you  a  correct  account  of  their  place  of  birti), 
or  last  |)lace  of  employment? — I  never  have  any  reason  to  suspect  their 
statement;  the  difficulty  is  as  to  their  term  of  residence  with  us;  they  are  anxious 
to  make  out  that  they  have  resided  five  years. 

28.37.   Have  you  ever  been  in  Ireland? — Yes. 

2858.  Have  you  been  there  lately?— Not  since  1857. 

2859.  Have  you  seen  anything  of  the  management  of  the  poor  there  ? — I 
visited'several  of  the  workhouses  there;  the  out-door  relief  that  is  given  is  very 
trifling  indeed,  almost  nothing  ;   they  relieve  all  in  the  workhouse. 

2860.  You  say  that  the  dietary  is  very  inferior  to  our  own  ? — Very  much  so 
indeed;  at  Boyle  the  dietary  for  breakfast  was  only  eight  ounces  of  Indian 
meal,  and  half  a  pint  of  sweet  milk;  for  dinner  14  ounces  of  brown  bread, 
it  was  of  a  very  dark  colour,  half  a  pint  of  sweet  milk,  or  two  pints  of  soup, 
but  those  two  pints  of  soup  consist  simply  of  oatmeal  and  water ;  there  is  no 
animai  food  in  it ;  occasionally  they  put  a  few  leeks  in  it. 

2861.  Did  you  make  any  inquiry  about  the  disinclination  of  the  people  to  go 
into  a  workhouse?— The  master  said  that  they  could  not  give  a  better  class  of 
dietary  ;  if  they  did  they  would  have  the  whole  population  aa  paupers. 

2862.  Then  it  would  appear  to  arise  as  much  from  the  bad  diet  in  those  Irish 
workhouses  as  it  is  from  a  dishke  tu  submit  to  the  discipline? — I  have  no  doubt 
of  it ;  I  have  heard  them  declare  that  they  would  as  soon  go  to  gaol  as  be  sent 
back  ;  our  prison  dietary  is  infinitely  superior. 

2863.  Have  you  been  in  more  than  one  union  in  Ireland?— Yes;  in  tbeBawn- 
boy  Ufiion,  in  the  county  of  Cayan,  and  the  Enntskillen  Union;  several  of  the 
unions  in  Dublin^  Sligo,  and  Boyle. 

2864.  Was 
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2864.  Was  the  dietary  as  bad  in  the  other  workhouses  ? — No  ;  in  the  others  Mt  T  F  Hedl 
chiefly  they  have  three  meals  a  day  ;  Boyle  was  the  only  one  where  they  liad  only         *    '    '        ^' 
two  meals  a  day  ;  but  the  supper  is  very  meagre  ;  at  Sligo  it  is  only  six  ounces  aa  June  i860, 
of  brown  bread.     Our  English  paupers  have  porridge  and  milk  for  breakfast  daily, 

and  about  12  ounces  of  cooked  meat  distributed  over  two  days  in  the  week,  hot, 
with  vegetables,  and  on  two  days  in  the  week  they  have  soup,  one  day  broth  ; 
that  is  in  our  own  union  ;  then  three  days  a  week  they  have  a  pint  of  tea  and  seven 
ounces  of  bread  for  supper  ;  on  the  other  four  they  have  soup  or  broth. 

2865.  Did  you  see  any  male  adults,  able-bodied  men,  in  the  workhouses  in 
Ireland  ? — Not  many  ;  not  in  the  interior ;  they  stated  that  they  had  never  had 
the  number  so  small ;  but  when  I  came  to  Dublin,  and  to  Iklfast,  there  was  a  lar^e 
proportion  there. 

286t>.  Could  you  judge  from  the  appearance  of  the  people  whether  they  were 
almost  starved,  and  in  a  very  bad  condition  from  low  diet? — I  do  not  think  that 
I  could  trace  that  in  them  ;  they  appeared  clean  ;  they  were  certainly  not  robust 
looking. 

2867.  Would  you  say  that  the  diet  was  more  inferior  there  with  reference  to 
ihe  ordinary  standard  of  living  amongst  the  Irish  poor  than  in  England  ? — 
Decidedly  so ;  I  believe  that  the  dietary  in  our  workhouses  011  the  average  is 
equal  to  what  many  working  men  get  at  home. 

2868.  Was  the  dietary  in  the  Irish  workhouses,  do  you  think,  inferior  to  what 
the  same  class  of  independent  poor  would  submit  to? — I  do  not  know  how  animal 
life  can  be  sustained  on  anything  less. 

2869.  Did  the  masters  say  that  this  low  diet  was  introduced  in  order  to  keep 
the  poor  out  of  the  house  ? — Yes ;  one  of  the  masters  distinctly  told  me  that  if 
they  were  to  give  animal  food  and  vegetables  in  the  quantity  supplied  in  the  Eng- 
lish workhouses,  the  whole  country  would  become  pauperised. 

2870.  Have  you  ever  had  in  your  communications  with  the  Irish  poor  here, 
any  conversation,  or  did  they  say  anything  about  the  way  in  which  they  were 
treated  in  Ireland  ? — No  ;  but  they  manifest  the  greatest  reluctance  to  being  sent 
back. 

287  K  In  the  case  of  that  woman  who  has  recently  come  over,  was  she  asked 
why  she  did  not  stop  in  Ireland  ? — I  do  not  tlunk  she  ever  applied  there.  She 
had  come  oflF  by  arrangement  with  her  husband,  which  is  frequently  done. 

2872.  She  came  straight  to  a  workhouse  in  England  ? — ^Yes;  she  only  slept 
one  night  in  our  town,  until  she  became  chargeable. 

2873.  Your  only  remedy  -would  be  to  remove  her  and  her  children  ? — We  must 
remove  her;  it  would  be  very  unfair  to  maintain  a  woman  with  only  a  single  day's 
residence  with  us,  who  has  come  over  with  the  express  purpose  of  becoming  a 
burden  upon  England. 

2874.  Have  you  had  any  cases  wliere  people  have  returned  soon  after  you  have 
removed  them  to  Ireland  ? — Only  one,  I  think,  during  the  whole  course  of  my 
experience,  has  come  back  to  Sunderland,  and  that  person  is  now  able  to  maintain 
himself. 

2875.  Mr.  Tollemache.']  How  soon  did  he  return  after  you  sent  him  away  ? — 
I  think  within  1  2  months. 

2876.  Chairman.']  Have  you  had  some  experience  in  removing  the  Irish  more 
than  just  recently? — Yes;  there  is  a  great  cessation  just  now;  we  have  had 
only  two  or  three  instances  during  the  last  year. 

2877.  Do  you  ascribe  that  to  the  belter  condition  of  Ireland  ? — No ;  I  find  that 
there  are  neighbouring  unions  that  are  still  troubled  with  the  Irish ;  but  it  is 
astonishing  how  soon  it  spreads  among  that  class,  that  it  is  of  no  use  going  to 
such  and  such  a  place,  because  they  will  remove  them,  as  the  vagrants  have  a 
register  of  the  places  that  they  should  call  at  if  they  want  to  be  served  by  the 
benevolent  public;  I  believe  they  know  as  well  the  dietaries  in  the  English  work- 
houses, and  the  regulations  as  to  relief,  as  we  do. 

2878.  You  would  not  be  afraid  of  that  extending  if  you  were  to  enlarge  the 
area  ;  would  it  not  give  great  facil-ities  to  vagrants  t — ^I  think  not ;  1  think  the 
term  of  residence  is  sufficient ;  I  should  suggest  that  the  residence,  if  reduced  to 
three  years,  ought  to  be  an  independent  residence,  not  one  during  which  any 
person  has  been  convicted  of  an  act  vagrancy  or  ban  become  chargeable  ;  it  ought 
to  be  strictly  an  independent  residence. 

2879.  You  are  aware,  probably,  that  a  person  camiot  acquire  irremovability 
0.95.  T  4  unless 
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BIr.  T.  F.  Hedley.  unless  he  has  been  independent  for  five  years  ? — Yes,  but  it  need  not  be  continuous ; 

if  a  person  has  been  sent  to  gaol,  it  is  only  a  deduction  from  the  time  of  residence. 

«8  June  i860.  2880.  But  a  person  must  not  receive  relief  in  those  five  years  ? — If  he  does 

receive  relief,  his  residence  is  not  broken  during  that  period  in  which  he  receives 
relief,  but  it  is  simply  deducted  from  the  term  of  his  residence.  If  a  person,  for 
instance,  had  resided  four  years  and  a  half  in  Sunderland,  and  became  chargeable, 
and  was  relieved  for  six  months,  and  the  relief  was  then  discontinued,  and  he 
resided  another  six  months,  at  the  termination  of  that  period  he  would  have 
acquired  five  years'  residence. 

2881.  But  you  might  have  removed  him  ? — Yes,  if  not  sick, 

2882.  What  I  understand  you  to  say  is,  that  if  a  pauper  has  been  residing 
with  you  for  four  years  and  a  half,  he  may  go  upon  the  parish  and  receive  relief, 
and  Jifter  he  has  been  in  the  workhouse  fur  six  months,  he  may  finish  his  five 
years*  term  of  residence  by  residing  six  months  longer? — Yes,  that  is  the  law 

2883.  Mr.  Lochhart.'\  But  he  must  be  unwell,  must  he  not  ^ — Yes. 

2884.  Chairman.']  A  person  cannot,  as  I  understand,  obtain  irremovability 
unless  he  has  resided  five  clear  years  without  being  chargeable? — No;  he  can 
reside  his  five  years  without  it  being  a  continuous  and  independent  residence. 

2885.  Sir  PF.  Milts.']  Have  you  any  further  information  to  give  the  Committee 
relative  to  the  operation  of  the  poor  law,  or  is  there  any  alteration  which  you 
would  wish  to  recommend  ?— There  are  two  points  that  I  have  made  a  memoran- 
dum of,  that  I  uijl  name  to  the  Committee.  There  has  been  a  recent  decision  by 
which  pauper  strangers  who  become  chargeable  by  reason  of  pregnancy,  are  not 
to  be  considered  as  irremovable,  by  reason  of  sickness  ;  the  law  has  decided  that  it  is 
not  a  sickness  within  the  meaning  of  the  Irremovable  Act,  and  we  find  that  that 
increases  our  parochial  charge  very  much,  for,  in  the  vagrant  class,  the  women 
are  very  frequently  in  the  habit  of  coming  to  settle  in  large  towns  during  their 
confinement ;  several  of  these  tramps  have  come  into  our  district,  and  they  were 
so  far  advanced  in  pregnancy  as  not  to  be  safely  removed,  and  yet  they  were  by 
a  recent  decision  made  a  charge  upon  the  parish  instead  of  upon  the  common 
fund.  We  think  that  the  Irremovable  Poor  Law,  if  allered,  should  be  made  to 
extend,  so  as  to  include  persons  who  become  chargeable  by  reason  of  pregnancy. 

2886.  Generally,  the  persons  who  come,  I  suppose,  are  sent  to  the  workhouse 
as  chargeable  upon  the  parish  ? — Yes ;  and  not  to  the  common  fund,  though  they 
were,  previously  to  this  recent  decision  in  the  Queen's  Bench. 

2887.  As  Sunderland  has  so  much  accommodation  for  the  poor,  I  suppose  it 
has  the  benefit  of  most  of  the  pregnant  women  ? — Yes  ;  of  that  lower  class.  We 
are  also  very  much  subject  to  foreigners  coming  in  as  seamen  ;  they  are  brouorht 
here  by  shipowners  in  their  vessels,  and  they  very  frequently  become  sick  and 
destitute  and  not  able  to  earn  a  living ;  and  these  have  also  to  be  kept ;  they  are 
chargeable  to  the  township,  and  not  to  the  common  fund. 

2888.  Sunderland  being  a  shipping  port,  would  it  be  quite  fair  to  charge  an 
agricultural  parish  with  the  maintenance  of  a  foreign  seaman,  he  having  assisted 
to  bring  the  cargo  to  Sunderland  ? — Yes ;  and  there  is  this  reason  to  be  taken 
into  consideration,  that  the  area  of  our  union  is  not  so  very  extensive,  and  that 
the  agricultural  townships  have  derived,  and  do  derive  a  very  considerable 
advantage  from  their  proximity  co  Sunderland,  for  the  value  of  the  land  is  greatly 
enhanced  by  the  fact  of  its  being  a  large  seaport. 

2889.  Still,  if  a  foreign  sailor  comes  to  Sunderland,  I  suppose  he  does  not 
spend  his  wages  in  the  agricultural  parish,  but  in  Sunderland? — Yes;  but  they 
have  very  trifling  wages  to  take. 

2890.  Still,  what  a  man  may  have  to  take  he  spends  in  Sunderland  r — Yes ; 
but  Sunderland  is  a  very  small  portion  of  the  port.  The  bulk  of  the  shipping 
lies  there,  but  the  bulk  of  the  property  lies  out  of  it. 

2891.  A  foreign  seaman  would  not  benefit  an  agricultural  parish,  but  Sunder- 
land or  Bishopwearmouth  ? — Perhaps  not  in  that  case;  I  think  the  chances  are, 
that  Bishopwearmouth  would  be  more  benefited  than  Sunderland ;  for,  in  all 
probability,  the  shipowner  lives  in  Bishopwearmouth. 

2892.  Mr.  Dodson.]  If  the  foreign  sailor  buys  his  bread  and  meat  in  Sunder* 
land,  I  suppose  he  benefits  the  agricultural  parish  out  of  which  they  come? — 
Yes,  whatever  benefits  the  towns  improves  the  agricultural  district. 

2893.  Mr.  Beecroft.]  He  has  a  fair  claim  upon  the  parish  for  relief  in  that 

case 
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case,  has   he  not? — He  has  a  fair  claim   and  he  gets  relief,  but  it  is  charged    Mr.  T.  F.  Medley, 
exclusively  to  the  small  township  in  which  the  ship  happens  to  lie.  

2894.  And  that  small  township  gets  the  benefit  of  whatever  he  may  spend  ? —       «a  June  1S60. 
No ;  that  does  not  follow,  for  he  may  spend  it  in  Bishopwearmouth. 

2895.  Mr.  Maguire."]  What  is  the  extent  of  your  workhouse  accommodation  ? 
— It  will  hold  500  ;  but  we  have  only  325  inmates  now. 

2896.  Are  the  Irish  very  anxious  to  avail  themselves  of  workhouse  relief? — 
They  rarely  ever  refuse. 

2897.  Are  they  anxious  to  avail  themselves  of  workhouse  relief? — When  they 
apply  for  relief,  they  are  not  very  particular  how  they  get  it. 

2898.  Do  you  find  that  an  able-bodied  man  is  anxious  to  obtain  relief  in  the 
workhouse  ? — We  should  not  give  him  an  opportunity. 

2899.  But  is  he  anxious  to  obtain  it? — We  supply  him  with  work. 

2900.  Are  the  Irish,  as  a  rule,  anxious  to  go  into  the  workhouse  ?  —  I  never 
found  any  great  reluctance. 

2901.  In  Leeds,  and  in  other  places,  it  has  appeared  that  there  is  great  reluc- 
tance to  go  into  the  workhouse  on  the  part  of  the  Irish  ? — I  know  this,  that  the 
Irish  are  very  content  when  they  get  into  our  house,  and  that  they  remain  there 
lonjjer  than  we  like. 

2902.  Do  you  find  that  those  amongst  them  who  can  procure  work,  are  anxious 
to  go  into  the  workhouse  ? — We  carry  out  the  law,  and  we  do  not  give  them  a 
cliance  of  eating  the  bread  of  idleness,  if  we  can  avoid  it ;  no  able-bodied  person 
is  sent  in  to  remain  there;  if  an  able-bodied  man  applied,  we  should  give  him  an 
order  upon  the  superintendent  of  out-door  labour  at  the  workhouse,  to  set  him  to 
work,  and,  when  he  had  earned  his  day's  wages,  he  would  receive  food  for  him- 
self and  his  family. 

2903.  You  spoke  of  a  man  who  had  remained  there  35  years  ? — Yes. 

2904.  Where  did  the  man  come  from? — I  do  not  know  the  district. 

2905.  Was  he  an  Englishman  ? — No,  an  Irishman.  • 

2906.  Does  the  magistrate  examhie  into  English  cases,  as  well  as  into  Irish 
cases,  when  he  is  applied  to  for  an  order  ? — They  are  not  so  particular  over 
English  cases  as  they  are  over  Irish  cases. 

2907.  Do  they  inquire  into  the  English  cases? — Usually  they  put  the  parties 
up ;  the  depositions  are  read  over,  and  an  order  is  given,  as  a  matter  of  course, 
because  they  know  tliat  there  is  a  right  of  appeal,  and  the  parishes  will  protect 
themselves. 

2908.  Is  not  that  the  reason  why  the  magistrates,  in  the  case  of  an  English 
pauper,  grant  an  order,  rather  as  a  matter  of  course? — Yes,  but  the  Irish  have  the 
same  power  of  appeal ;  I  attribute  it,  as  much  as  to  anything,  to  the  noise  and 
remarks  that  are  made  in  the  House  of  Commons  about  cruellies  to  the  Irish 
poor ;  and  to  prevent  such  cases  occurring. 

2909.  The  magistrates  know  that  the  parish  to  which  a  pauper  is  sent  is  able 
to  protect  itself? — ^Yes  ;  they  know  that  they  have  21  days'  notice,  and  that  they 
can  appeal. 

2910.  They  have  first  the  evidence  as  to  the  case  laid  before  them? — They 
do  not  take  the  trouble  to  inquire  into  that ;  that  is  a  matter  especially  for  the 
poor  law  officer  getting  the  order  ;  if  he  applies  for  an  order  without  sufficient 
evidence,  and  it  turns  out  to  be  subject  to  appeal,  and  it  was  found  that  he  Imd 
execiited  his  work  imperfectly,  he  would  be  liable  to  censure  by  the  Board. 

291 1.  The  magistrates  perfectly  well  know  that  the  parish,  to  which  a  pauper 
is  removed,  can  at  once  appeal,  if  there  is  anything  informal  ? — Yes ;  they  have 
the  power  of  appealing  within  21  days. 

2912.  Have  you  removed  many  Irish  within  the  last  12  months? — I  think  not. 

2913.  You  have  had  no  necessity  ? — With  the  exception  of  two  or  three  cases ; 
one  of  them  was  the  case  of  a  young  man  recently  ;  he  had  come  over  to  this 
country  with  one  of  the  Irish  regiments  of  militia,  and  became  afflicted  with  fits, 
which  produced  permanent  disability,  and  he  was  discharged  near  Sunderland 
and  became  chargeable ;  he  expressed  a  wish  to  go  home,  and  we  removed  him. 

2914.  You  are  not  apprehensive  of  any  great  influx  of  Irish  paupers  into 
Sunderland  ? — ^Yes,  I  should  have  very  much,  if  the  power  of  removal  was  taken 
away. 

2915.  Where  from? — From  Ireland  ;  I  know  that  there  is  a  great  reduction  of 
0.95.  U  pauperism 
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Ur.T.F.Bkdleg.  pauperism  in  Ireland,  and  great  reduction  of  population,  but  still  I  think  there 

are  suflBcient  left. 

M  June  iMo.  291 6.  Do  you  know  that  there  is  a  very  large  demand  for  labour  in  Ireland, 

and  that' the  rate  of  wages  has  risen  considerably  ? — ^Yes  ;  I  have  heard  that. 

2917.  Do  you  know  that  the  able-bodied  population  is  being  diminished  every 
year  considerably  ?— According  to  the  accounts  that  I  have  seen,  it  is  so. 
29184  At  the  rate  of  100,000  a  year? — Still  there  is  sufficient  left. 

2919.  You  know  that  there  is  an  annual  reduction  going  on  ? — I  see  it  from  the 
papers. 

2920.  Do  you  know  that  agricultural  industry  is  greatly  on  the  advance  r — Yes; 
I  believe  so. 

2920*.  Have  you  heard  that  the  estates  are  being  improved,  and  that  the  pro- 
perty of  the  country  has  got  into  fresh  hands  ?  —Yes  ;  but  I  have  heard  that  the 
nuniber  of  evictions  last  year  amounted  to  about  2,000  on  the  Irish  estates,  and  I 
think  from  that,  that  the  greatest  propoitton  of  those  2,000  would  be  likely  to 
come  to  England  if  we  had  no  power  to  send  them  back. 

2921.  Would  they  not  very  likely  go  to  Canada,  America,  or  Australia? — ^The 
al)le-bodied  might ;  but  there  is  a  great  tendency  on  the  part  of  the  Irish  to  come 
here;  they  seem  to  like  England. 

2922.  Wliat  prospect  is  there  of  their  coming,  uhen  you  say  that  you  have  only 
had  two  cases  that  you  could  remove  in  the  last  12  months? — Because  it  is  noto- 
rious that  throughout  the  inland  districts  the  poor  are  removed  immediately  who 
are  not  settled  in  Sunderland. 

2923.  Sir  W.  Miles.l  Will  you  be  good  enough  to  state  to  the  Committee 
what  you  do,  when  you  remove  the  Irish  to  some  port,  in  forwarding  them  home ; 
how  do  you  treat  them  on  their  voyage  5  do  you  give  them  anything  in  their 
pockets  to  enable  them,  after  they  land,  to  find  their  way  home  ? — ^We  take  the 
paupers  before  the  magistrates,  and  apply  for  an  order;  if  they  are  ordinary  able- 
bodied,  and  if  the  paupers  state  that  they  have  come  across  withiA  a  few  months, 
we  think  it  is  no  hardship  to  send  them  back ;  but  if  the  magistrates  see  that  they 
are  infirm,  or  very  old,  they  say  that  I  am  to  send  some  one  with  them  to  deliver 
them  at  some  port,  and  I  liave  done  so  on  several  occasions.  I  have  delivered 
them  at  Dundalk,  or  in  Dublin,  some  in  Sligo ;  and  during  the  years  that  I  have 
been  in  office  they  have  been  well  treated  and  properly  fed. 

2924.  Chahman.]  Have  you  taken  them  or  sent  some  one  else  to  take  them 
to  their  ultimate  destination? — Yes. 

2925.  Upon  what  authority,  or  under  whose  directions,  have  you  done  that? — 
It  is  a  stipulated  condition,  upon  the  granting  of  the  order,  that  we  should  deliver 
them,  and  by  the  request  of  the  pauper. 

2926.  Does  not  that  increase  the  expense  of  removal?— Yes;  but  without  that 
they  were  cases  which  would  have  been  a  very  great  burden  upon  us  to  keep. 

2927.  The  law  does  not  require  you  to  do  it?  — No;  but  our  magistrates 
would  not  have  granted  an  order  without  that  condition. 

2928.  Sir  W.  Miles.]  Do  they  make  that  a  condition,  generally,  in  the  case  of 
families? — No ;  but  in  the  case  of  any  who  are  incapable  of  taking  care  of  them- 
selves. 

2929.  Suppose  the  case  of  a  woman,  and  three  or  four  children,  deserted  by 
her  husband  ;  if  you  wanted  to  take  them  back  to  Ireland  what  would  you  do? — 
I  would  take  them  before  the  magistrate,  and  after  the  order  was  granted  they 
would  be  placed  in  the  care  of  the  proper  officer,  and  conveyed  to  Whitehaven 
or  to  Liverpool ;  the  allowance  is  fixed  by  quarter  sessions  at  Is.  6d.  a.  day,  for 
the  board  and  lodging  of  a  pauper,  if  under  16,  and  2  s.  6d.  s,  day  it  above  that 
age;  it  is  calculated  to  be  a  two  days' journey  to  Dublin ;  the  family  would  have 
proper  provisions  to  serve  them  during  the  voyage,  and  the  balance,  beyond  that, 
would  be  handed  over  to  the  mother,  to  assist  her. 

2930.  Nothing  more  than  that? — Yes,  the  pauper  would  be  delivered,  either  to 
the  captain  of  the  vessel  or  to  the  steward,  and,  in  some  cases,  where  I  thought  it 
best  not  to  trust  them  with  the  money,  where  there  have  been  children,  I  have 
given  the  money  to  the  steward. 

2931.  Have  you  ever  ascertained  whether  there  is  much  surplus  remaining 
over  to  be  given  to  the  women  ? — It  varies ;  of  course  it  depends  upon  the  time 
they  are  on  the  journey.     If  they   are  going  from  Sunderland  to  Whitehaven, 
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that  is  a  journey  from  five  o'clock  in  the  morning  till  noon,  or  one  o'clock,  and    Mr.  T.  F.  HedUy. 
they  do  not  require  much  out  of  their  allowance. 

2932.  Chairman.']  Have  you  ever  heard  of  any  very  distressing  cases  in  conse-      22  June  186a 
quence  of  the  removal  after  these  poor  people  have  been  landed  in  Ireland  ? — 

I  never  heard  of  them  ;  I  have  seen  some  very  distressing  cases  come  over  from 
Ireland.  On  one  occasion  I  complained  to  the  Poor  Law  Board  of  it ;  it  was  at 
the  time  of  the  Russian  war.  A  woman  was  sent  over,  ordered  by  tiie  authorities 
in  Dublin  to  quit  Dublin  ;  she  belonged  to  Ireliud  ;  her  name  was  Mary  Macleod, 
her  husband  was  a  native  of  Ireland,  and  the  statement  to  her  was,  that  she  was 
to  quit  Ireland,  as  the  regiment  to  which  her  husband  belonged  was  going  abroad, 
and  she  came  to  Sunderland  in  a  very  distressed  state  within  three  or  four  days 
of  her  confinement. 

2933.  Did  you  ever  hear  any  explanation  of  that,  namely,  that  the  woman  was 
to  come  over  to  England  because  her  husband  was  going  to  the  Crimea? — It  is 
the  general  practice,  I  believe,  when  a  regiment  is  leaving,  ihat  the  wives  have  to 
and  elect  where  they  will  go  to. 

2934.  Did  you  ever  hear  that  the  wife  loses  her  right  to  relief,  because  the 
husband  has  gone  ? — No ;  but  the  authorities  paid  this  woman's  passage  across  to 
Sunderland. 

2935.  But  she  might  have  claimed  relief  there  ? — She  might  in  the  workhouse, 
have  refused  to  go. 

2936.  Mr.  Maguire.]  What  authorities  in  Ireland  do  you  refer  to  ?~The 
military  authorities ;  some  of  the  oflScers  told  her  that  the  regiment  was  going 
away  ;  I  stated  the  case  to  the  Poor  Law  Board. 

2937.  Are  you  not  aware  that,  if  that  woman  had  aj)plied  for  relief  to  any 
union  in  Ireland,  she  should  have  received  it  ? — By  an  order  into  the  workhouse. 

2938.  She  would  have  got  it  at  once,  and  not  a  word  said  ? — I  do  not  know 
that. 

2939-  Do  not  you  know  that  the  law  is  such,  that  any  board  of  guardians  that 
refused  her  relief  would  have  violated  the  law?— That  would  depend  entirely 
upon  the  circumstances. 

2940.  Chairman.']  This  was  a  case  in  which  the  woman  was  induced  to  come 
to  England  ? — Yes  ;  I  have  not  known  of  a  single  case  in  our  neighbourhood,  nor 
of  any  beyond  what  I  have  heard  mentioned  in  the  House  of  Commons,  of  cruelty 
to  the  Irish ;  I  do  not  think  that  there  is  greater  cruelty  to  the  Irish  poor  than  to 
our  own  in  the  system  of  removal. 

2941.  Mr.  Maguire.]  Is  not  the  system  generally  rather  a  cruel  one  to  the 
poor  ?— There  are  individual  cases,  no  doubt ;  but  I  do  not  think  that  generally 
speaking  it  is  harsh  to  them. 

2942.  Sir  ff^.  Miles."]  In  this  case,  what  did  you  do  with  the  woman  ? — We 
placed  her  at  once  in  the  workhouse,  and  after  her  confinement  we  removed  her 
back  to  Ireland  with  her  children. 

2943.  Chairman.]  You  do  not  know,  perhaps,  whether  she  came  back  again  ? 
—No. 

2944.  Do  you  consider  that  if  there  is  any  hardship  endured  by  the  Irish  in 
consequence  of  removal,  it  would  be  at  once  remedied  by  having  something  like  a 
settlement  in  Ireland  ? — I  do  not  think  it  would  mitigate  the  hardship  to  the 
poor,  but  be  more  equitable  to  the  public. 

2945.  Suppose  you  communicate  with  the  parish  of  the  settlement  of  any 
pauper  in  England,  21  days'  notice  are  required  by  law  before  you  can  return 
them  at  present ;  but  if  you  were  to  apply  to  the  guardians  of  any  place  in 
Ireland,  where  any  pauper  stated  that  he  was  born,  would  they  not  give  you  any 
answer  ? — No. 

2946.  It  would  be  almost  admitting  a  liability,  which  only  attaches  itself  to 
them  when  the  pauper  is  in  a  union,  and  therefore  you  would  get  no  answer,  and  you 
would  not  be  a  bit  the  wiser  if  you  addressed  any  board  of  guardians? — Certainly 
not.  If  I  am  to  judge  from  past  experience,  they  would  be  very  reluctant  to  give 
any  information. 

'2947.  In  an  English  parish  they  are  obliged  to  give  information  ?— We  Re- 
ciprocate a  great  deal  in  England  ;  we  have  the  power  in  our  own  hands  ;  and, 
if  we  get  a  clear  case  against  a  parish^  we  can  take  out  an  order  of  removal,  and 
if  they  do  not  appeal  in  21  days,  we  can  remove  the  pauper. 

0.95.  U  2  2948.  You 
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Mr.  r.  F.  Hedley.       2948.  You  consider  that  there  are  means  in  England  of  ascertaining  whether 

a  pauper  is  settled  before  you  remove  him  ? — Yes. 

23  June  i860.  2949.  But  you  have  no  such  means  of  ascertaining  the  truth  of  the  statement 

made  by  an  Irish  pauper  until  you  have  removed  him  ? — None,  except  that.     '  / 
2950.   If  there  was  any  liability  attaching  anywhere  in  Ireland  to  support  any 
of  their  own  poor,  you  would  know  where  to  address  yourself  ?— Yes. 
2951 4  Is  there  a  register  of  births  in  Ireland? — I  do  not  know. 

2952.  If  you  sent  any  one  over  you  could  hardly  then  verify  the  statement  of 
the  pauper  ? — If  it  was  rendered  necessary  for  any  inquiry  to  be  made,  there  is 
such  a  fellow  feehng  amongst  them,  especially  about  everything  that  relates  to 
English  poor  laws,  that  they  would  rather  endeavour  to  baffle  our  inquiry  than 
assist  us. 

2953.  Then  you  are  not  even  certain,  when  you  send  any  one  over  with  a 
pauper  to  the  place  where  they  allege  they  have  been  born,  of  ascertaining  that 
the  statement  made  by  the  pauper  is  correct;  and  you  may  go  all  over  Ireland, 

.  looking  for  the  place  where  the  pauper  says  he  was  born  ? — Precisely  so;  a  case 

occurred  in  the  Boyle  union.  A  woman  on  her  deathbed  asked  the  relieving 
officer  that  her  two  orphan  children  might  be  sent  over  to  her  brother  in  Ireland, 
and  she  gave  the  name  of  Flagfield  as  the  townland  in  which  the  brother  resided  ; 
the  only  means  that  we  had  of  legally  removing  those  children  was,  by  taking  out 
an  order  of  removal  on  the  evidence  that  we  had,  which  was  very  good  evidence  01 
the  place  of  binh.  1  went  to  Ireland  with  those  children  myself,  and  when  I 
arrived  there,  I  went  to  Boyle  to  ascertain  where  Flagfield  was ;  the  clerk  of  the 
guardians  gave  me  a  list  of  the  townlands  which  form  the  union  of  Boyle.  1 
could  find  no  such  place  in  the  list,  and  I  asked  master  to  let  me  see  some  old 
Irish  pauper,  and  I  would  try  to  find  it  out.  I  obtained  the  assistance  of  an  old 
man,  and  I  said  to  him,  '^  Do  you  know  a  place  called  Flagfield  here?**  *'  Yes, 
sir ;  but  it  is  called  Mickleharrer,  in  Ireland  ;"  and  when  I  looked  at  the  list  of 
the  townlands,  there  was  the  townland  absolutely  within  the  union,  and  I  had 
every  reason  to  believe  that  the  clerk  knew  it  perfectly  well. 

2954.  Mr.  Maguire^  Did  not  the  clerk  hand  10  you  the  legal  list  of  the  town- 
lands  ? — Yes ;  with  the  name  of  Mickleharrer  in  it. 

2955.  Had  not  the  clerk  to  deal  with  the  townland  according  to  the  name  in 
the  legal  list? — Yes;  but  it  was  a  mere  quibble. 

29.56.  What  other  list  could  he  have  handed  to  you  ? — He  might  have  told  me 
that  Mickleharrer  was  Flagfield. 

2957.  Could  he  have  handed  you  any  other  list  but  that? — I  do  not  know. 

2958^  Did  he  not  show  you  the  list  that  he  had  ?— Yes,  but  I  did  not  under- 
stand the  Irish  language. 

2959.  Was  the  townland  called  by  the  name  that  is  on  the  map  now? — Yes. 

2960.  Is  that  what  it  is  called  by  the  post-office  ? — I  do  not  know. 

296 1 .  Did  lie  not  give  you  the  list  that  he  had  ? — Yes. 

2962.  Chairman.^  You  believe  that  he  knew  that  Mickleharrer  meant  Flag"- 
fieldr— Yes. 

2965.  Sir  W.  Miles.']  Did  you  find  the  brother  of  the  poor  woman  ? — ^Yes,  and 
he  kindly  received  the  children. 

2964.  When  you  were  in  Ireland,  discussing  these  matters  with  the  masters  of 
the  workhouses,  did  you  ever  mention  the  subject  of  settlement  to  them?— Yes,  to 
those  in  the  neighbourhood  of  the  seaports:  the  great  injustice  that  they  feel  is 
this,  that  all  the  poor  are  sent  from  England  and  Scotland  into  those  specified 
seaports,  without  their  having  any  power  to  remove  them  anywhere. 

2965.  Did  you  find  any  desire  amongst  them  to  have  a  law  of  settlement  for 
Ireland? — No;  I  found  them  very  averse  to  it  in  the  interior  at  Roscommon. 

2966.  Did  you  find  at  the  outports  a  dfesire  that  such  a  system  should  be 
established?— At  Dublin  and  Belfast  they  were  not;  they  made  a  complaint  that 
it  was  a  grievance,  and  certainly  it  is,  that  all  the  Irish  paupers  sent  from 
England  and  Scotland  become  chargeable  to  those  specified  places. 

2967.  Is  it  at  their  expense  that  the  paupers  are  removed  into  the  interior 
if  they  allege  that  they  were  born  there  ? — ^They  have  no  power  to  do  so. 

2968.  Who  does  remove  them  ?— The  greater  majority  of  them  remain.  A 
return,  published  in  March  1858,  shows  that  760  paupers  became  chargeable  to 
the  specified  seaports,  who  had  been  removed  from  England  or  Scotland  to 
Ireland,  and  that  the  proportion  who  were  not  born  in  the  unions  were  672. 

2969-  Now, 
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2969.  Now,  I  suppose,  that  will  operate  as  a  great  relief  to  the  property  in  the  Mr.  T.  F.  Hedley. 
interior  ? — Yes.                                                                                  "  

2970.  The  landed  proprietors  in  the  interior   escape  the   liability   which  is  aa  June  i860, 
specially  charged  upon  those  sea  ports  ? — Yes ;  and  tliey  succeed  in  getting  rid 

of  their  share  of  the  relief  of  the  poor  entirely. 

2971.  Does  this  sometimes  spring  out  of  the  clearances  of  these  estates? — 
Yes,  frequently. 

2972.  Have  you  ever  witnessed  the  clearance  of  an  estate  in  Ireland  ? — No ;  . 
but  I  was  there  soon  after  there  had  bieen  one,  coming  through  the  county  of 
Roscommon ;  there  were  several  houses,  the  roofs  of  which  were  off,  and  the 
doors  taken  off,  and  I  was  told  that  there  had  been  recently  a  clearance  there. 

2973.  Is  that  the  usual  process,  to  take  off  the  roof? — Yes,  it  appears  so. 

2974.  Mr.  Beecrqfi.]  You  stated  that  when  you  removed  Irish  paupers  to 
Ireland,  you  delivered  them  at  their  destination  ;  do  you  deliver  them  at  a  sea- 
port, or  in  the  country  where  they  reside  ? — In  particular  cases  at  the  place  from 
which  they  were  taken.  . 

2975.  In  the  country  ? — Yes. 

2976.  Mr.  Maguire.]  In  how  many  cases  has  that  occurred  ? — Not  more  than 
three. 

2977.  lAv.  Beecroft.'\  Outof  how  many  ? — I  think  out  of  about  26  orders,  from 
1851  to  18.54. 

2978.  Mr.  Maguire.']  Have  you  left  them  at  the  seaport,  or  were  they  conveyed 
to  their  own  unions  ? — They  have  all  been  delivered  at  the  seaports  in  England, 
except  those  cases  where  they  were  sent  to  the  interior  in  Ireland. 

2979.  Mr.  BeecroftJ]  Do  you  make  any  provision  for  the  maintenance  of  these 
paupers,  say  for  three  or  four  days,  after  they  have  arrived  at  a  port  in  Ireland  ? 
— No ;  the  regulations  fix  the  limits  of  the  amount  to  be  paid  for  provisions. 

2980.  Mr.  Maguire.']  Suppose  a  pauper  belonged  to  a  distant  part  of  Kerry, 
1 20  miles  from  Cork  ;  would  you  send  a  pauper  to  Cork  without  making  any 
provision  to  enable  that  pauper  to  go  forward  to  Kerry  ? — Yes,  our  custody 
legally  stops  when  the  pauper  is  placed  on  board  a  steamer  ;  the  removing  oflScer 
sees  the  steamer  from  the  quay. 

2981.  You  make  no  provision  for  a  pauper  after  his  or  her  arrival  in  Cork,  or 
Dublin,  to  enable  that  pauper  to  go  forward,  say  100  miles,  into  the  country  r — 
Certainly  not,  nor  for  Scotch  paupers. 

2982.  In  what  union  did  you  receive  that  statement  from  the  master  of  the 
workhouse,  that  the  whole  population  would  become  pauperised  if  the  dietary  was 
better  r — I  am  not  quite  sure  whether  it  was  inEnniskillen  or  Boyle. 

2983.  Do  you  think  that  that  was  merely  an  oratorical  exaggeration,  or  a  calm 
and  deliberate  statement  of  fact,  founded  upon  his  knowledge  and  belief? — I 
believe  it  was  the  latter. 

2984.  He  had  his  reasons  for  believing  that,  if  the  dietary  were  a  little  increased 
or  improved,  the  whole  population  would  rush  in? — Yes,  because  their  condition 
was  so  poor. 

2985.  Have  you  any  real  knowledge  of  the  tastes,  or  habits,  or  feelings,  of  the 
people  of  Ireland  ? — Not  considerable. 

2986.  Would  you  be  very  much  surprised  to  hear  that  the  people,  as  a  rule  in 
Ireland,  suflPer  the  greatest  privations,  almost  amounting  to  starvation,  rather  than 
go  into  a  workhouse  and  avail  themselves  of  the  very  best  dietary  in  the  country  '^ 
— There  might  be  individual  cases. 

2987.  But  as  a  rule  ? — I  think  that  there  may  be  some. 

i'988.  Have  you  heard  that  statement  from  any  other  persons  than  the  gentle- 
man you  have  mentioned  ? — Yes,  from  the  paupers  themselves  who  have  come 
to  England ;  they  have  stated  that,  rather  than  go  back  to  Ireland,  they  would 
prefer  going  to  a  jail. 

2989.  Mr.  Tollemache.']  In  consequence  of  the  low  dietary  in  the  Irish  work- 
houses ? — I  have  no  doubt  that  that  is  the  reason. 

2990.  Mr.  Maguire.']  Do  not  a  vast  majority  of  the  people  who  come  to  Sun- 
derland, come  with  the  object  of  seeking  employment? — The  majority  may, 
but  a  great  many  come  to  the  large  towns  in  England  with  no  other  object  than 
that  of  becoming  paupers. 

2991.  You  stated  that  you  had  only  removed  three  within  a  certain  time  ? — 
But  we  had  previously  carried  out  the  law  and  removed  many. 
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Mr.  T.  F.  Hedky.      2992.  The  man  with  the  falling  sickness  did  not,  I  suppose,  come  over  here  to 

become  a  pauper,  and  that  would  reduce  the  number  lo  two  cases  within   la 

12  JuDe  i860,     months  that  you  had  to  remove  ? — ^There  were  only  two  or  three  cases  within  the 
last  12  months  in  the  Sunderland  Union. 

2993.  Do  you  remove  every  person  that  you  can  remove,  as  a  matter  of  du^ 
to  your  ratepayers  and  the  Board  of  Guardians  ? — Yes,  I  do ;  and  the  rtrict 
carrying  out  of  the  law  of  removal  has  been  the  means  of  reducing  the  number. 

2994.  Is  not  that  the  case  in  other  parishes? — I  do  not  believe  it  is.  If  a 
retuni  were  moved  for,  of  the  number  of  persons  born  in  Ireland,  and  chargeable 
in  England,  I  think  they  would  form  a  very  larg^  proportion  of  our  English 
pauperism. 

2995-  Is  not  Uieir  labour  of  very  great  importance  to  England  ? — No  doubtt  of 
many  of  them,  it  is. 

2996.  In  many  parts  of  the  country  is  it  not  the  fact  that  they  could  not  go 
on  without  that  labour  ? — I  think  it  is  very  possible;  I  believe  there  is  a  very 
large  proportion  of  Irish  labour  employed  in  this  country. 

2997.  Did  you  ask  the  clerk  of  the  union  to  whom  you  have  referred  whether 
he  knew  Irish  ? — No,  I  did  not ;  but  I  know  he  was  an  Irishman. 

2998.  Would  you  be  surprised  to  hear  that  I,  an  Irishman,  do  not  know  one 
word  of  Irish,  and  that  I  know,  in  the  county  of  Cork,  half  a  dozen  guardians  nho  I 
can  state  do  not  know  a  word  of  Irish  ? — I  scarcely  can  imagine  an  officer  in  a  poor 
law  department,  connected  with  all  these  townlands,  and  the  assessments,  who 
could  be  ignorant  of  what  was  the  general  designation  of  the  place  in  KngBsh  ; 
and  what  was  the  common  reputation  of  it  among  them. 

2999.  Is  not  a  man  rather  governed  by  that  which  he  has  before  htm,  such  as 
the  legal  designation  of  the  townland  ? — ^I  admit  that  be  was  quite  right  as  to  the 
legal  name,  but  I  repeat  that  it  was  a  mere  quibble. 

3000.  Yon  say  that  yon  have  a  reputation  for  removiog  every  one  that  yon 
can ;  how  do  yon  know  that  the  clerk  of  that  union  did  not  look  upon  you  rather 
in  the  light  of  a  national  enemy  than  otherwise? — I  think  it  is  quite  posiuble  that 
he  would. 

3001.  Chairman^l  Have  you  any  statement  to  make  with  respect  to  the  influ- 
ence of  your  system  upon  vagrants  ? — For  the  year  1 849-50,  the  number  relieved 
in  the  township  of  Bishopwearmouth  alone  by  money,  or  orders  for  lodgpings,  was 
6,318;  for  the  year  ending  March  the  25th,  1854,  the  number  of  vagrants 
relieved,  searched,  washed  in  a  bath,  and  seen  out  of  the  town,  for  the  whole  union, 
was  388,  including  men,  women,  and  children,  showing  a  decrease  of  5^930. 
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Mortis,  26<>  die  Jwni,  1860. 


MEMBERS   PRESENT. 


Mr.  Ayrton. 
Mr.  Barrow. 
Mr.  Beecroft. 
Mr.  Dodson. 
Mr.  Gregor 


Mr.  LockharU 
Sir  W.  Miles. 
Mr.  Knight 
Mr.  Tollemache. 
Mr.  Villiers. 


[)ry. 
Mr.  H.  fi[erbert 

The  Hohoueablb  C.  VILLIERS  in  the  Chair. 


Mr.  WUliam  Wrightj  called  in;  and  Examined. 

3002.  ChairmanJ]  WHERE  do  you  corae  from  ? — Royston.  Mr.  W.  Wright. 

3003.  What  are  you  ? — I  am  relieving  officer.  1 

3004.  Is  it  the  Royston  Union  ?— Yes.  «6  Junt  i860. 

3005.  Is  it  purely  agricultural  ? — Yes. 

3006.  How  many  parishes  are  there  ? — Twenty-nine. 

3007.  All  agricultural  ? — Yes  ;•  the  whole  of  the  Union  is  in  three  counties : 
Bssex,  Cambridgeshire,  and  Hertfordshire. 

3008.  How  long  have  you  been  there  ? — Five  years. 

3009.  Had  you  been  acting  as  relieving  officer  anywhere  eke  before  ? — No ;  I 
was  inspector  of  police  previously  to  that. 

3010.  In  that  county? — In  that  town,  for  16  years. 

3011.  Will  you  just  state  to  the  Committee  your  opinion  as  to  the  workinj»  of 
the  Irremovable  Act  in  your  Union  ?— Yes,  as  far  as  it  goes  it  has  acted  very  well. 

3012.  What  has  been  its  effect;  has  it  encumbered  any  of  the  parishes  more 
than  others  ? — No ;  I  think  it  is  a  great  boon  to  the  poor,  as  it  prevents  their 
removal,  and  no  harm  to  the  rate-payers. 

3013.  Have  you  no  more  poor  to  relieve  than  you  had? — No;  we  decrease 
rather  than  increase. 

3014.  Do  you  mean  the  poor  generally? — Yes;  that  receive  relief. 

3015.  Have  you  any  increased  charge  in  consequence  of  the  irremovable 
poor? — None  whatever. 

3016.  Perhaps  you  have  had  no  opportunities  of  observing  the  effect  of  the 
Act  ? — During  the  five  years  I  have  been  there,  I  know  how  it  has  operated  ;  it 
18  the  means  of  preventing  many  poor  persons  being  removed  from  home,  that 
Would  otherwise  be  breaking  up  their  homes  and  their  families,  and  so  on. 

3017.  That  could  only  happen  when  they  became  chargeable? — Yes. 

3018.  Have  you  known  some  to  become  chargeable?— Yes  ;  and  they  have 
been  removed  from  their  homes,  and  sent  away  to  another  part. 

3019.  Have  you  known  some  relieved,  but  who,  from  being  irremovable,  have 
not  been  removed  ? — Yes. 

3020.  Can  you  give  in  the  number  of  the  irremovable  poor? — I  cannot. 

3021.  Have  you  any  idea  what  number  of  irremovable  poor  you  have  relieved 
during  the  last  five  years  ? — No ;  I  have  not. 

3022.  Do  you  keep  books  ? — Yes. 

3023.  Do  you  ever  look  into  them  ? — I  did  not  know  that  it  would  be  required 
of  me,  or  I  could  have  brought  the  number  with  me. 

3024.  Mr.  Dodson.l  Can  you  state  the  proportion  that  the  irremovable  poor 
bear  to  the  settled  poor  ? — The  Committee  of  course  know  that  there  are  three 
cases,  in  which  the  poor  become  irremovable,  five  years'  residence,  sickness  not 
being  permanent,  and  widows,  1 2  months  after  the  deaths  of  their  husbands  ;  and 
there  are  I  should  think  in  our  union  about  one*twentieth  that  are  irremovable. 
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Mr>  W.  Wright.        3025.  Chairman.']  Do  you  mean  of  the  population  ?  —Of  the  poor. 
g  J        gg  3026.  How  do  you  designate  the  poor? — Those  who  are  receiving  relief. 

3027.  One-twentieth  of  those  are  irremovable  ?  —I  lliink  so. 

3028.  Are  tlie  other  nineteen-twentielbs  settled  in  the  different  parishes  ? — ^Yes  ; 
they  have  gained  settlements  by  different  means. 

3029.  Are  all  those  parishes  in  the  same  circumstances? — Yes,  as  nearly  as 
possible ;  the  town  of  Royston  is  the  largest  pj^ce;  there  are  no  other  towns  in 
the  union  but  that ;  it  is  a  small  market  town  containing  about  3,000  inhabitants, 
I  should  think. 

3030.  Is  that  where  you  reside  ? — Yes. 

3031.  Do  you  find  that  the  poor  come  from  other  parishes  into  Royston? — 
I  do ;  there  are  more  poor,  residing  in  Royston,  that  are  irremovable,  than  there 
are  in  any  other  parish  of  the  same  number  of  inhabitants. 

3032.  What  is  the  number  of  inhabitants  in  Royston  ? — Royston  is  on  the 
confines  of  two  counties,  and  is  partly  in  Cambridgeshire  and  partly  in  Hertford- 
shire ;  and  as  they  are  two  parishes,  they  support  the  poor  separately,  although 
there  is  only  one  parish  church  ;  but  there  are  two  parishes ;  the  two  parishes  of 
Royston  will  not  amount  to  more  than  2,000,  but  there  are  other  parishes  that 
come  into  Royston  and  form  part  of  the  town  of  Royston. 

3033.  Mr.  Knight.']  What  are  the  names  of  those  parishes  ? — Therfield,  Bas- 
singbourn,  and  Melbourn. 

3034.  Chairman^  Do  you  consider  all  these  parishes  to  be  in  the  same  circum- 
stances as  the  town  of  Royston  ? — I  call  it  the  town  of  Royston,  but  it  is  not  in 
the  parish  of  Royston ;  they  belong  to  their  own  parishes. 

3035.  Sir  W:  Miles.']  Are  all  the  five  parishes  particularly  burdened  with 
irremovable  poor  ? — ^They  are  all  affected  by  them. 

3036.  You  spoke  of  Royston  itself  as  being  more  affected  by  the  irremovable 

Eoor  than   any  other  parish ;   I  understand  you  now,    in  your  designation   of 
loyston,  to  mean  those  five  parishes? — Yes,  I  do. 

3037.  Chairman^  As  far  as  you  know  anything  about  the  matter,  persons  from 
the  other  parishes  have  come  into  the  town  of  Royston,  and  they  prefer  residing 
there  to  residing  in  their  own  settled  parishes? — Yes. 

3038.  That,  I  suppose,  is  an  advantage  to  those  parishes? — Exactly. 

3039.  The  property  is  rated  lower  in  consequence  r — Yes,  exactly. 

3040.  And  the  property,  I  suppose,  in  Royston,  is  raised  l)igher  ? — It  is  so. 

3041.  Mr.  Knight.]  Which  are  the  parishes  from  which  they  come  in  ? — They 
come  in  from  other  unions  as  well. 

3042.  Which  are  the  parishes  to  which  you  have  just  referred,  from  which 
they  come  in?— There  is  no  one  parish  particularly;  they  come  from  the  sur- 
rounding neighbourhood  to  the  town  of  Royston,  and  the  town  of  Koyston  con- 
sists of  five  parishes,  although  there  are  two  parishes  of  Royston ;  what  we  call 
Royston. 

3043.  Chairman.']  Whereabout  do  the  poor  generally  live ;  is  there  any  part 
of  the  five  parishes  where  they  dwell  ? — No,  not  particularly  ;  the  high-street  of 
Royston  consists  of  shops,  and  the  back  streets  are  where  the  poor  live ;  the 
town  of  Royston  being  a  small  town,  not  more,  in  the  whole,  than  3,000 
inhabitants. 

3044.  The  irremovable  poor  are  charged  upon  the  common  fund,  are  they  not? 
— Yes. 

3045.  Do  you  know  how  this  common  fund  is  supported  by  the  different 
parishes,  or  do  these  five  parishes  pay  more  to  that  common  fund  than  the  rest  ? — 
No,  they  are  equally  charged  ;  according  to  the  percentage  so  a  parish  is  rated. 

3046.  You  are  talking  now  of  the  common  fund  ? — Yes. 

3047.  That  is  according  to  the  averages  of  pauperism  ? — Yes;  exactly. 

3048.  Then  I  ask  you,  have  these  five  parishes  to  bear  a  greater  proportion  of 
the  common  fund  than  the  other  parishes  ? — No  ;  they  have  more  poor,  but  they  do 
not  bear  any  more  of  the  expense  y  the  common  fund  is  equally  divided  between 
the  whole  of  the  29  parishes. 

3049.  Just  explain  what  you  mean.  Is  the  rate  for  the  common  fund  levied 
upon  the  rateable  value  of  the  whole  union  ? — Yes  ;  according  as  the  parishes  are 
valued  ;  I  believe  they  are  not  equally  valued ;  I  think  that  the  parish  of  Bassing- 
bourn  is  valued  lower  than  some  of  the  others. 

3050.  How 


Digitized  by 


Google 


SELECT  COMMITTEE  ON  IRREMOVABLE  POOR.  i6i 

3050.  How  is  the  common  fund  supported  respectively  by  the  29  parishes  that  Mr.  tr.  f^nghi. 
Torm  the  union  ;  in  other  unions  we  hear  that  it  is  upon  the  average  expenditure  '                * 
of  each  parish  for  the  poor  during  a  period  of  three  years ;  you  say  that  it  is  116  June  i860, 
diflferent  in  Royston,  as  it  is  according  to  the  rate  levied  upon  the  rateable  value 

of  all  the  parishes  of  the  union? — ^Yes.* 

305 1 .  Since  when  has  that  been  the  case  ? — Ever  since  I  have  had  anything  to 
do  with  it. 

3052.  Do  you  know  what  the  law  is,  as  you  find  it  in  the  Irremovable  Act,  as 
to  the  charge  for  the  common  fund  ? — As  I  understand  it,  they  equally  bear  their 
own  share  according  as  each  parish  is  rated. 

3053.  Mr.  Barrow.]  Do  you  mean  rated  by  averages,  or  rated  by  annu«d  value  ? 
— By  averages. 

3054.  Chairman.']  I  take  it  that  Royston  does  not  so  much  differ  from  other 
places  ? — ^No ;  I  do  not  think  it  does. 

3055.  It  is  pretty  much  the  same  ;  if  one  parish  has  more  poor,  it  has  to  con- 
tribute more  to  the  union  ? — Yes. 

3056.  If  there  is  any  fresh  charge  for  the  common  fund,  it  is  rated  according  to 
that  proportion  ? — ^Yes. 

3057.  Mr.  Knight.]  Is  it  fair  that  if  a  parish  has  more  poor  it  should  pay 
more  ? — I  should  think  so,  if  belonging  to  that  parish. 

3058.  Chairman-']  Is  it  fair,  when  you  have  to  bear  the  charge  for  the  irremov- 
able poor  upon  the  common  fund,  although  none  of  ,the  poor  should  have  been 
removed  from  any  particular  parish,  yet  if  that  pailsh  has  had  more  poor  of  its 
own  during  the  course  of  a  year  it  has  to  bear  a  greater  burden  for  the  common 
fund  ? — Exactly.  There  are  parishes  that  I  know  that  have  scarcely  any  poor 
living  in  their  parish. 

3059.  In  your  union  ? — No.   • 

3060.  Are  there  any  of  this  kind  of  parishes  in  it  ? — No.  I  know  a  parish,  the 
parish  of  Little  Chiswell ;  that  is  in  our  union  ;  it  is  a  very  small  parish,  and  it  has 
very  few  poor:  none  residing,  for  the  reason  that  there  are  no  cottages  for  them. 

3061.  How  does  that  happen  ? — ^There  never  have  been  any  since  I  have  known 
the  place;   at  least,  when  I  say  none,  there  are  only  three  or  four,  or  four  or  five. 

3062.  Have  the  cottages  been  built  upon? — No;  but  they  are  not  occupied 
by  the  poor  that  require  parish  relief. 

3063.  Does  that  parish  belong  to  one  or  two  proprietors  ? — That  I  am  not  aware 
of ;  I  do  not  know.  Sir  Peter  Soames  died  in  the  parish  a  short  time  ago  ;  I 
believe  he  held  some  part  of  the  parish ;  I  do  not  know  who  holds  the  other  part. 

3064.  He  held  one  part,  and  somebody  else  the  other  ? — I  think  Lord  Dacre 
has  a  considerable  portion  of  the  parish. 

3065.  You  say  it  is  all  in  land  ? — Yes,  nearly. 

3066.  If  there  were  poor  the  land  would  be  liable?— The  poor  work  in  that 
parish  and  live  in  other  parishes. 

3067.  But  this  parish,  having  no- poor,  it  does  not  contribute  anything  to  the 
common  fund  ? — Yes,  they  all  bear  their  share  of  the  common  fund. 

3068.  How  is  it  discovered  how  much  they  ought  to  pay  to  the  common  fund  ? 
—As  each  parish  is  valued  and  rated,  they  have  to  pay  a  per-centage  upon  that 
to  the  common  fund. 

3069.  Is  not  that  with  reference  to  the  number  of  the  poor  which  it  has  ? — Not 
at  all.  Each  parish  has  to  pay  its  own  poor.  There  are  certain  cases  that  are 
irremovable,  and  each  parish  in  the  union  has  to  pay  its  proportion,  according 
as  it  is  rated  to  that  common  fund. 

3070.  jVJr.  Beecroft.]  Irrespective  of  the  number  of  the  poor  ?— Yes. 

3071.  Mr.  Barrow.]  Do  you   mean  by  rating,  the  proportion  that  they  are 
charged  in  the  poor  law  averages,  or  the  rateable  value  ? — The  rateable  value,  I 
understand. 

3072.  Do  you  mean  that  your  parishes  are  charged  to  the  common  fund,  accord 
ing  to  the  rateable  value  ? — Yes.* 

3073.  Have  you  any  account  to  show  that? — No. 

3074.  Mr.  knight.]  Do  you  know  when  the  averages  were  last  taken  for 
your  union ;  how  long  ago? — Every  half  year,  a  call  is  made  upon  each  parish. 

3075.  Chairman.]  Can  you  tell  us  what  is  the  amount  of  your  common  fund  in 

the  Royston  Union  ? — No,  I  cannot. 

3076.  You 

^  This  is  an  error ;  it  is  not  different  from  other  onions. 
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Ur.  W.  Wright.        3076.  You  do  not  hear  any  complaint  of  the  injustice  of  the  way  in  which 

the  different  parishes  contribute  to  the  common  fund? — Not  at  all. 

96  Jniie  i86u.  3077.  What  are  your  duties? — To  relieve  the  poor  in  general. 

3078.  That  is  to  say,  when  an  application  is  made  to  you,  you  examine  the 
pauper  ? — Yes ;  I  visit  every  parish  once  a  week. 

3079.  What  course  do  you  pursue  in  relieving  the  poor,  do  you  immediately 
give  them  relief  or  do  you  wait  till  the  next  meeting  of  the  board  ? — When  appli- 
cation is  made  I  enter  into  the  case,  and,  if  it  is  a  case  that  requires  immediate 
relief,  I  give  it,  if  it  is  not,  I  refer  them  to  the  Board  of  Guardians. 

3080.  You  exercise  your  judgment  upon  it? — Yes;  so  far  as  the  poor  law 
rules  allow  me. 

3081.  What  are  your  first  inquiries  of  a  pauper  asking  for  relief;  is  it  where 
he  is  settled  ? — No ;  as  to  whether  he  requires  relief,  the  settlement  is  the  second 
consideration. 

3082.  I  suppose  you  are  familiar  with  imposture? — Yes. 

3083.  You  do  not  take  a  man's  statement  without  question  ? — No  ;  I  learn  as 
much  as  I  can  of  his  circumstances ;  living  as  I  have  done  in  that  part,  and 
having  been  inspector  of  police  in  that  part  for  nearly  1 8  years,  I  know  everybody 
nearly,  and  all  their  circumstances,  so  I  can  pretty  well  tell  at  once  what  the 
nature  of  the  case  is,  and  I  make  a  memorandum  of  the  whole  of  it,  and  then  give 
relief,  as  I  think  it  is  necessary. 

3084.  Have  you  a  workhouse  in  that  union  ? — Yes. 

3085.  Do  you  send  some  at  once  to  the  workhouse  upon  suspicion  of  imposture  ? 
— Yes;  I  give  in-door  relief;  a  workhouse  order  is  given;  and,  if  I  find  they 
have  no  business  in  there,  I  report  the  case  to   the  board,  and  the  Board  of 
Guardians  do  what  they  think  right. 

3086.  Are  there  many  persons  applying  to  you  not  belonging  to  the  union  ? 
— A  great  !nany. 

3087.  \\'here  do  they  come  from  ? — ^They  are  chiefly  tramps  ;  people  tramping 
about ;  they  come  for  a  night's  lodging  generally. 

3088.  Upon  inquiry,  can  you  ascertain  what  their  real  circumstances  are? 
— No,  not  with  them ;  we  can  only  take  what  they  say. 

3089.  What  do  you  do  with  those  of  whom  you  know  nothing  ? — ^We  have  a 
vagrant  w^ard  in  the  workhouse,  connected  with  it;  part  of  it  is  in  fact  put  off  for 
that  purpose ;  I  send  them  to  the  master  of  the  workhouse,  and  he  puts  them 
into  the  vaj^rant  ward  for  the  night. 

3090.  Is  that  a  system  that  affords  a  sufficient  test  as  to  whether  they  are 
really  destitute  or  not  ? — Not  at  all. 

309 1 .  Do  you  mean  that  they  are  satisfied  to  remain  in  the  vagrant  ward  ? 
— No ;  there  are  a  great  number  of  these  tramps  who  travel  about  and  live  from 
union  to  union  house. 

3092.  You  stated  that  you  reported  them  to  the  board  ? — Not  that  class.  I 
meant  the  resident  poor  that  live  in  the  workhouse. 

3093.  What  becomes  of  these  vagrants  ?— They  start  off  in  the  morning. 

3094.  Do  you  give  them  any  work  to  do  ? — No. 

3095.  Then  you  afford  some  facilities  to  these  vagrants  ? — There  is  too  much, 
I  am  sorry  to  say. 

3096.  Sir  TV.  Miles.]  Do  you  give  them  a  meal  in  the  morning  without  work  ? 
— Half  a  pound  of  bread  at  night,  and  half  a  pound  in  the  morning. 

3097.  Mr.  Knight.]  Some  of  these  people  are  travelling  in  search  of  work? 
—  Some,  but  very  few. 

3098.  They  are  not  professional  tramps  ?— Nearly  all  of  them. 

3099.  Mr.  Beecrofl.]  They  live  upon  the  different  unions  that  they  pass 
through  ?— Yes  ;  they  beg  from  union  to  union  ;  they  all  have  their  roads ;  they 
know  where  they  are  going  to ;  they  travel  from  one  place  to  the  other. 

3100.  Do  you  see  the  same  faces  frequently  ?— No ;  I  should  know  them  if 

thev  came  again.  ^  u..  *    u 

3101.  Chairman.]  Is  that  a  good  system?— No,  it  is  not;  they  ought  to  De 

made  to  work.  ,  .      •     iir       r 

3102.  What  do  ycu  do  with  those  who  are  resident  in  the  union  r— We  relieve 

them  wiih  bread  or  money.  ,  t    ,    j-  j     ^u 

3103.  Do  you  send  them  to  the  workhouse  ?— No,  only  the  able-bodied:  the 
men  out  of  work.  There  are,  in  all  the  parishes,  a  number  of  lazy  fellows  who 
win  not  work,  and  they  live  one-third  of  their  time  in  the  union. 

3104.  Do  you  say  that  they  live  one-third  of  their  time  ia  the  workhouse?— 
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Mr   W  Wriffkt 
Yes,  some  are  more  than  that ;  two-thirds  of  their  time  they  are  in  the  work-  ^ 

house. 

3105.  Have  you  no  work  for  them  in  the  workhouse? — Yes. 

3106.  Do  these  people  prefer  to  pass  one-third  of  their  lives  in  the  house  to 
seeking  for  work? — ^Yes,  they  do;  but  there  are  few  of  that  sort;  they  are  not 
all  so.  ' 

3107.  You  could  not  dispense  with  the  house,  could  you  ? — No. 

3108.  You  think  it  necessary  to  have  some  rigid  test,  in  consequence  of  the 
disposition  to  impose  upon  the  parish,  or  upon  the  union  ? — I  do. 

3109.  Mr.  Beecroft.l  Have  you  no  labour  test? — Oakum  picking  is  the  work 
that  they  do. 

3110.  No  stone-breaking  ? — No. 

3111.  Sir  IV.  Miles.']  Do  you  live  in  the  same  parish  where  the  workhouse 
is  ? — No. 

3112.  Are  you  the  relieving  oflScer  who  generally  gives  the  vagrants  orders  for 
the  workhouse  ? — Yes. 

3113.  Can  you  inform  the  Committee  the  number  of  vagrants  that  has  gone 
through  the  workhouse  in  the  course  of  a  year  ? — I  consider  that  there  are  about 
from  1 2  to  1 5  a  week. 

3114.  Do  many  Irish  come  to  your  union? — Not  so  many  as  there  used 
to  be. 

31 15.  Is  there  any  hop-picking  about  you? — No. 

3116.  Have  you  many  Irishmen  who  are  irremovable? — Not  now;  the  Irish 
are  chiefly  tramps. 

3117.  Has  it  ever  been  suggested  by  any  member  of  the  board,  that,  before 
the  morning  meal  was  given,  in  the  workhouse,  work  should  be  required  from 
them  ? — That  has  been  named  at  our  board,  but  it  has  not  been  put  into  force. 

3118.  Can  you  give  the  Committee  any  account  of  the  sum  of  money  that 
the  vagrant  ward  costs  you  in  a  year? — I  cannot. 

3119.  The  cost  of  that  is  not  kept  separate  from  the  cost  of  the  other  poor? — 
Yes,  it  is. 

3120.  Could  you  fill  that  up  when  you  return,  and  your  evidence  is  sent  to  you 
to  correct? — Yes,  I  vvill;  I  shall  be  able  to  obtain  that  information  from  the 
master  of  the  workhouse. 

3121.  Mr.  BeecrofL]  Is  the  expense  for  lunatics  put  upon  the  common  fund? 
— That  depends  upon  whetber  they  are  irremovable  or  removable,  when  they 
become  chargeable. 

3122.  Suppose  them  to  be  removable? — ^Then  they  are  charged  to  the  parish 
in  which  they  reside. 

3123.  If  they  are  irremovable,  what  is  the  practice? — If  they  are  irremovable, 
they  are  charged  to  the  common  fund. 

3124.  Chairman?^  Have  you  any  number  of  poor  settled  in  other  parishes^  who 
are  paid  for  by  those  parishes,  being  nmintained  in  your  union? — Yes,  and  others 
pay  for  us.  We  have  a  list  of  the  non-settled  ;  there  is  a  list  at  the  clerk's 
office  of  what  are  called  non-resident ;  for  example,  we  have  some  in  London  who 
belong  to  our  parish,  in  Marylebone ;  there  are  one  or  two  in  other  parishes;  they 
pay  for  us,  and  the  money  is  refunded  from  one  clerk  to  the  other. 

3125.  Have  you  not  had  any  who  have  acquired  irremovability  in  other 
parishes  ? — Yes. 

3126.  Then  that  is  a  benefit  to  you  ? — Yes  j  and  to  the  poor  too. 

3127.  That  is  a  set-off  for  those  you  have  to  maintain,  because  of  their  irre-- 
movability  ? — Yes. 

31 28.  if  they  are  irremovable,  they  are  chargeable  to  the  parish  wheKC  they  arc? 
— If  they  are  irremovable,  they  are  charged  to  the  common  fund. 

3129.  You  know  that  out  of  your  union  some  of  the  parishes  that  pay  itotbing 
for  the  poor,  have  no  poor  ? — They  roust  pay  their  share  to  the  common  fund. 

3130.  You  are  talking  of  the  Royston  Union? — ^No;  I  mean  any  other. 

3131.  Do  you  say  that  any  of  the  neighbouring  unions  adc^t  the  5tme  system 
that  prevails  in  yours,  and  make  the  common  fund  chargeahie  upon  the  rateable 
value  of  the  parishes  r — ^Yes ;  they  pay  their  share ;  each  parish  4oes  to  the  com- 
mon fiind  according  to  its  averages. 

3132.  Have  the  goodness  to  state  the  names  of  ibe  places  where  that  is  the 
xue  ? — ^Tbere  is  the  Httdbin  Union* 
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Mr.  W.  Wright.        3133.  How  many  parishes  are  there  there  ? — I  think  there  are  about  24  or  25, 

■  3134-  You  know  that  they  contribute  according  to  the  rateable  value,  a  per- 

96 June  i860,      centage  upon  that? — Yes;  there  is  a  parish  that  comes  up  to  my  district,  and 
I  do  not  think  it  has  any  poor ;  all  their  labourers  reside  at  Baldock. 

3135.  Mr.  Knight.']  What  is  the  name  of  the  parish? — Bygrave;  it  is  in  the 
Hitchin  Union,  in  the  Baldock  district ;  all  the  poor  reside  in  Baldock,  so  that  the 
poor  become  chargeable  to  the  common  fund,  if  they  require  relief. 

3136.  Chairman.']  Still  Bygrave  contributes  to  the  common  fund  ? — Yes;  not 
to  its  own  poor. 

3137.  It  has  no  poor  settled,  or  they  live  out  of  the  parish  ? — Perhaps  not ;  it 
depends  upon  circumstances. 

3138.  Where  that  is  the  case,  what  is  the  reason  of  their  living  out  of  it  ? — 
Because  there  are  no  cottages. 

3139.  How  far  do  they  go  to  work? — About  two  miles. 

3140.  Do  you  know  whether  the  people  feel  that  to  be  a  hardship? — 
They  do. 

3141.  It  adds  to  the  toil  of  the  day,  does  it  not  ? — No  doubt  of  it.  They  have 
to  walk  two  miles  of  a  morning,  and  two  miles  at  night,  when  they  might  be  at 
home. 

3142.  How  do  you  account  for  there  being  no  cottages  there  ? — Because  the 
parish  does  not  want  to  have  any  poor. 

3143.  There  is  a  little  arrangement,  I  suppose,  to  prevent  them  ? — No  doubt 
of  it. 

3144.  Do  YOU  know  whether  there  have  ever  been  any  cottages  there? — Not 
of  my  own  knowledge  ;  I  know  that  there  are  no  poor  living  in  the  place. 

3145.  That  is  a  good  thing  for  the  proprietors,  is  it  not? — Yes  ;  the  ratepayers 
have  only  to  contribute  one  twenty-fifth  part  towards  the  support  of  their  own 
poor. 

3146.  That  enables  them  to  pay  more  rent  to  the  landlord,  does  it  not? — 
.    Yes. 

3147.  Mr.  Knight.']  I  find  by  the  census  that,  in  1801,  there  were  52  persons 
living  in  Bygrave ;  they  could  scarcely  have  increased  so  rapidly,  at  the  rate  of 
more  than  400  per  cent.,  without  a  certain  number  of  new  houses  being  built  in 
the  course  of  50  years  ? — There  are  no  houses  that  I  know  of  in  the  parish  of 
Bygrave  ;  there  is  a  farm  house,  and  considerable  land  ;  I  do  not  know  the  amount 
of  the  acreage. 

3148.  The  acreage  is  1,809  acres,  and  I  find  that  the  population  has  increased 
from  52,  in  1801,  to  221  in  the  year  1850? — I  suppose  that  is  so. 

3149.  Mr.  Barrow,]  How  many  houses  are  there  in  Bygrave? — I  do  not 
know. 

3150.  Can  you  say  to  one  hundred  or  so  ? — There  are  not  a  hundred. 

3151.  Are  there  50  houses? — No;  I  think  not. 

3152.  Are  there  40? — Nor  40. 

3153.  Twenty? — Perhaps  there  may  be  that  number. 

3154.  Chairman.]  Are  these  the  houses  of  farmers? — No;  the  parish  of 
Bygrave  comes  into  Baldock  town,  and  they  have  been  increasing  the  houses,  so 
that  it  is  possible  there  may  be  more  cottages  built  there  now. 

3155.  What  is  the  acreage  of  Bygrave? — I  do  not  know;  it  is  not  in  my 
district. 

3156.  To  whom  does  it  belong? — I  believe  the  principal  part  of  the  parish 
belongs  to  Mr.  Mills. 

3157.  Has  he  a  mansion  there? — No. 

3158.  His  tenants  live  there  ? — Yes ;  I  have  always  understood  that  the  parish 
chiefly  belongs  to  him. 

3159.  Mr.  To/lemache.]  In  what  county  is  Bygrave? — In  Hertfordshire. 

3160.  I  understood  you  to  say  that,  in  the  Royston  Union,  all  the  parishes 
contribute  towards  the  common  fund,  according  to  the  rateable  value  ? — ^Yes. 

3161.  Are  you  sure  that  the  same  practice  prevails  in  the  neighbouring 
unions? — Yes,  in  all  that  I  know  of. 

3162.  It  is  the  custom,  in  your  part  of  the  county,  for  all  the  parishes  in  each 
union  to  contribute  to  the  common  fund  according  to  the  rateable  value,  and  not 
according  to  the  averages  ? — Not  that  I  am  aware  of.  Each  parish  is  rated 
according  as  it  was  valued  at  the  last  valuation,  I  believe,  many  years  ago. 

3163.  Mr.  Seecro/i.]  Is  there  a  uniform  rate  throughout? — No ;  it  could  not 
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be.     I  believe  that  Bassingbourne  parish  is  rated  considerably  lower  than  niany  ^^'  ^*  bright, 
qf  the  other  parishes.  JTJ        ~ 

3164.  Mr.  Tollemache.]  Does    that  cause  dissatisfaction    in  the  union,    one  ^     ""^^ 
parish  being  rated  lower  than  another  ? — I  have  not  heard  anything  said  publicly 

about  it  recently ;  it  is  generally  understood  that  it  is  below  ihe  average. 

3165.  Do  the  guardians  agree  to  one  parish  paying  less  than  it  ought  to  pay  in 
fairness,  thereby  throwing  a  greater  burthen  upon  them  ? — Yes ;  they  are  obliged 
to  agree  to  it,  because  the  parish  refuse  to  have  a  fresh  valuation. 

3166.  Do  they  not  make  complaints  about  it  ? — Not  that  I  am  aware  of. 

3167.  Are  you  aware  that  the  parishes  can  only  pay  that  rate  by  consent  ? 
— No. 

3168.  How  long  have  you  known  these  unions  to  contribute  to  the  common 
fund  in  this  way,  from  the  time  that  you  were  first  acquainted  with  them  ? — Yes; 
from  the  commencement,  as  I  understand,  of  the  present  Poor  Law. 

3169.  You  never  heard  of  their  contributing  to  the  common  fund  in  any  other 
way?— Not  at  all. 

3170.  You  never  heard  that  it  was  agreed  to  by  common  consent,  that  they 
should  contribute  to  the  common  fund  in  this  way  ? — No. 

3171.  Mr.  Barrow.']  Do  you  know  any  union  in  which  the  common  fund  is 
levied  upon  what  is  called  the  poor-law  averages  ? — No. 

3172.  Mr.  Beecroft.']  When  you  lay  a  rate,  the  same  amount  in  the  pound  is 
laid  throuuhout  the  whole  union,  is  it  not? — Yes;  according  to  the  value  of 
each  parish. 

3173.  But  the  same  amount  in  the  pound  ? — Yes. 

3174.  Chairman.]  Why  have  the  poor  decreased  so  much;  is  there  more 
employment  for  them  now  than  there  was  formerly  ? — I  have  no  doubt  that  that 
is  the  case. 

3175.  When  there  is  employment,  you  do  not  find  that  there  is  a  disposition 
on  their  part  to  throw  themselves  upon  the  parisli  ? — Tliere  is  a  certain  class  of 
persons  that  seem  to  be  born  paupers ;  it  runs  in  families ;  we  can  trace  them  in 
families. 

3176.  It  is  diflScult  to  keep  them  off  the  parish  ?— Yes ;  they  take  every 
opportunity  to  come  on  to  it ;  but  there  are  others  of  the  poor  who  will  not  come 
on  to  the  parish,  and  much  more  needy,  sometimes,  I  am  certain. 

3177.  Has  any  improvement  taken  place  in  the  poor;  is  their  moral  state 
better  ? — Much  better. 

3178.  Are  there  any  schools  in  your  district? — Yes;  Thirfield  parish  was  one 
of  the  most  degraded  parishes  that  could  be  imagined,  but  recently  it  has  become 
much  better ;  Dr.  Robinson  has  been  vicar  there  for  the  last  three  or  four,  or  five 
years,  and  he  has  built  a  school  and  done  much  good  ;  and  they  have  built  new 
cottages,  and  that  has  a  tendency  to  improve  the  poor  in  their  morals. 

3179.  Can  you  connect  the  diminution  6(  pauperism  with  education? — Edu- 
cation and  tlie  improvement  of  the  cottages  of  the  poor ;  I  believe  that  the 
cottages  of  the  poor  have  a  great  deal  to  do  with  the  morals  of  the  poor,  and 
with  their  general  condition. 

3180.  What  is  the  effect  of  this  system  ;  you  have  told  us  that  the  poor  work 
in  one  parish  and  live  in  another ;  does  that  lead  to  their  being  crowded  together 
in  the  towns  r — Yes  ;  they  flock  into  the  towns  at  night. 

3181.  That  has  rather  a  demoralising  effect,  has  it  not? — No  doubt  of  it; 
that  makes  the  men  more  careless  about  their  houses,  and  you  find  that  class 
of  men  more  addicted  to  going  to  the  ptiblic-house. 

3182.  You  have  spoke  of  a  certain  vicar  who  has  taken  great  interest  in  the 
poor;  does  he  attach  much  importance  to  their  living  in  cottages  near  their 
work? — I  have  no  doubt  he  does;  he  has  taken  great  interest  in  the  poor, 
although  he  has  not  been  resident  there  much,  but  his  son  has. 

3 1  S3.  Is  there  much  charge  for  lunacy  in  your  union  ? — Considering  that  it  is 
but  a  thinly  populated  place,  I  should  say  there  is. 

3 1 84.  That  does  not  fall  upon  the  common  fund  ? — It  is  according  to  the 
parish  they  belong  to.  I  do  not  know  of  a  case,  but  there  have  been  cases  of 
parties  who  were  irremovable  when  they  became  chargeable,  consequently  they 
are  charged  to  the  common  fund,  as  though  they  were  receiving  relief  in  the 
union. 

3185.  Is  there  any  reason  why  lunatics  generally  should  not  be  charged  upon 
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Mr.  ffr.  Wright,    the  common  fund  ?— We  consider  that  they  should  be  charged  upon  the  parishes 
they  belonj;  to. 

3186.  Where  do  you  send  them  ;  to  the  asylum  ? — ^Yes. 

3187.  Their  charge,  I  presume,  falls  on  the  parish  to  which  they  belong?— 
Yes. 

318S.  Would  it  not  be  more  fair  to  let  it  fall  upon  the  property  of  the  union  ? 
— If  they  become  paupers,  we  consider  that  they  should  be  chargeable  to  the 
parish  to  which  they  belong. 

3189.  You  do  not  wish  to  alter  that  system  ? — No. 

3190.  You  are  not  against  settlement  ?— Yes,  I  am.  I  would  remove  the 
whole  of  the  settlement  altogether. 

3191.  Where  would  you  relieve  the  poor,  or  upon  what  would  you  put  the 
charge  for  them  ? — I  would  have  a  union  rating  instead  of  a  parish  rate. 

3192.  Would  you  give  a  settlement  in  the  union?— No;  there  should  be 
none. 

3193.  You  would  relieve  any  pauper  where  he  happened  to  be  ? — ^Yes. 

3194.  You  have  said  that  there  is  great  imposture  practiced  even  in  the 
Royston  Union  ? — Yes,  but  I  do  not  think  it  would  increase  it. 

3195.  Would  not  people  come  in  to  a  greater,  extent,  without  your  knowing 
who  they  were  ? — No.  There  are  many  poor  in  our  agricultural  districts  who 
have  the  idea  that,  as  they  are  born,  they  belong  to  the  parish,  and  they  should 
never  remove  out  of  it 

3196.  Owing  to  their  having  a  settlement? — Yes,  through  that. 

3197.  That  is  an  evil  to  the  union,  of  course? — ^Yes. 

3198.  They  do  not  go  out  of  it  ? — No ;  they  are  afraid  that  if  they  go  out  of 
the  parish  and  become  chargeable,  they  shall  have  their  homes  broken  up,  and  be 
sent  back. 

3199.  That  is  the  result  of  your  experience;  that  there  would  be  no  difficulty 
as  to  removing  the  poor,  and  not  wasting  your  funds,  if  there  was  no  settlement? 
— Yes. 

3200.  You  do  not  think  it  would  increase  the  charge  upon  the  Royston  Union? 
— No ;  in  some  places  it  happens  that  labour  is  wanted  in  other  parishes,  and 
that  there  is  a  surplus  of  labour  there — more  labourers  than  are  required  at 
certain  seasons  of  the  year,  and  those  parties  will  still  remain  in  their  own  parish, 
although  they  cannot  find  work  there. 

3201.  Do  you  think  that  that  is  connected  with  their  feeling  about  settlement? 
— Yes,  I  do. 

3202.  Sir  fV.  Miles.]  These  are  only  those  persons  who  are  born  paupers,  and 
who  have  jiot  what  may  be  termed  the  pauper  taint  upon  them  ? — Yes  ;  more  so. 

3203.  Do  you  mean  to  say,  that  if  two  parishes  off,  there  is  plenty  of  work  to 
be  obtained,  and  a  man  lives  in  a  parish  from  which  he  has  to  walk  two  or  three 
miles  to  get  that  work,  he  would  rather  stick  to  his  parish,  and  come  upon  the 
union,  than  go  to  work  at  that  distance r — No;  I  mean  this — that  if  labourers 
were  required  say  20  or  40  miles  distant  from  their  own  parish,  and  they  could 
get  no  work  to  do  in  their  own  parish,  they  would  remain  in  their  own  parish  in 
preference  to  going  that  distance. 

3204.  Chairman.'\    I  presume   you  depend  a   good  deal,  for  keeping  down  ' 
pauperism,  on  your  own  local  knowledge  of  the  circumstances  of  the  poor? — 
Yes. 

3205.  But  you  would  allow  any  poor  persons  to  come  in  to  be  relieved  in  your 
union? — I  do  not  think  they  would  require  so  much  relief;  those  parties  who  go 
out  to  seek  work  are  not  the  first  to  come  to  the  parish ;  it  is  those  who  stop  at 
home,  and  who  would  rather  not  go  out  some  miles  to  seek  after  work. 

3206.  I  suppose  the  guardians  are  chiefly  farmers? — Yes. 

3207.  Do  you  represent  their  opinions? — I  have  not  consulted  them. 

3208.  Do  you  think  that  they  are  tenacious  of  the  power  of  removal,  and  that 
they  would  be  unwilling  to  change  the  system  of  settlement? — I  know  that  there 
are  some  what  I  call  the  working  part  of  our  guardians;  those  who  take  the 
most  prominent  part  in  the  business  of  the  union,  and  I  know  that  that  is  their 
opinion  ;  there  is  Mr.  Fordham,  the  chairman  of  our  board,  and  T  liave  beard  him 
express  himself  so ;  I  am  satisfied  from  my  owji  experience  of  it,  that  it  would 
be  the  saving  of  a  great  deal  of  hardship  to  the  poor,  for  it  is  a  great  hardship  for 
a  poor  man  to  be  removed  from  where  he  is  settled ;  it  is  possible  that  he  may 
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have  got  his  children  partly  out,  and  from  some  circumstance  or  other  he  is    i^j^.^  ^^  Wrighf 

obliged  to  become  cliargeable  to  the  parish,  and  he  has  then  to  break  up  his  home         ' 

and  to  be  sent  away,  because  he  does  not  belong  to  that  parish.  a6  Jane  i860. 

3*209.  But  you  do  remove  whenever  you  can,  do  you  not? — ^Yes,  we  take  every 
opportunity  to  do  so. 

32 1  o.  What  number  of  other  guardians  have  you  ? — With  the  ex  officio  guardians 
there  are,  I  think,  about  40. 

321 1.  Do  the  ex  officio  guardians  attend  at  the  meetings? — There  are  about 
two  ex  officio  guardians  who  attend. 

3212.  How  many  of  the  rest  attend? — I  think  there  are  32  elected  guardians. 

3213.  How  many  of  those  attend? — I  think  the  average  is  about  15. 

3*214.  Are  they  always  the  same  guardians  ? — Principally ;  there  are  some  who 
do  not  attend  at  all,  from  one  year's  end  10  another. 

3215.  It  is  perhaps  inconvenient  ? — I  believe  there  are  some  who  do  not  attend 
from  one  cause,  and  some  from  another ;  one  or  two,  I  believe,  do  not  like  the 
system  of  poor  law  at  all ;  it  happens  that  there  is  no  other  person  ehgible  in 
their  parish,  and  they  are  obliged  to  be  guardians. 

3216.  Sir  W.  iV/i/e5.]  That  must  be  a  hardship  upon  their  own  poor,  when 
they  come  to  talk  of  the  amount  of  relief  to  be  given;  if  the  guardians  are  not    • 
present  to  back  their  own  poor,  the  poor  do  not  fare  well  ? — No,  nor  the  ratepayers 
either. 

3217.  M\\  Barrow.^  Has  the  number  of  vagrants  in  your  union  increased? — 
No. 

3218.  Not  within  your  recollection  ? — I  think  not. 

3219.  Has  the  number  diminished  in  your  recollection? — It  is  certain  that 
there  are  not  so  many  tramps  about. 

3220.  Do  you  recollect  the  time  when  the  tramps  filled  the  workhouses,  and  you 
could  not  accomodate  them  ? — No. 

3221.  Mr.  BeecrqftJ]  Do  you  think  that  the  term  of  residence,  giving  irre- 
movability ought  to  be  reduced  ? — Yes  ;  I  think  it  would  be  more  beneficial  to 
the  poor,  and  prevent  the  hardship  of  removal ;  I  believe  that  the  less  removal 
there  is  of  the  poor,  the  better  it  is  for  them,  and  no  worse  for  the  ratepayers. 

3222.  Mr.  BarrowJ]  Do  you  believe  that  the  less  removal  there  is,  the  fewer 
tramps  there  will  be  ? — No. 

3223.  Is  tramping  a  desirable  thing  for  the  poor  ? — No  ;  the  class  of  tramps  are 
a  different  class  from  the  labourers. 

3224.  The  tramps  are  a  worse  and  more  demoralised  class  ?— Yes. 

3225.  Is  it  desirable  to  increase  that  class? — No. 

3226.  Do  you  not  think  that  the  practice  of  indiscriminately  affording  relief  in 
any  union,  will  increase  that  class? — Yes  ;  I  believe  it  will. 

3227.  Mr.  Beecro/L]  According  to  your  plan,  any  man  coming  to  reside  in 
your  parish  would  immediately  obtain  a  settlement  ? — If  he  required  relief,  I  think 
he  should  have  it  in  the  parish  in  which  he  resides. 

3228.  Mr.  Knight.']  In  the  parish  of  Bygrave  in  1801,  there  were  eight  houses ; 
in  1841,  there  were  25  inhabited  houses;  in  1851,  there  were  41  inhabited  houses  ; 
so  that  there  does  not  appear  to  have  been  any  great  destruction  of  houses  in 
that  place? — No;  But  all  those  additional  houses  are  houses  that  have  been 
built  in  the  corner  of  Bygi*aye,  which  happens  to  be  in  Baldock. 


Mr.  William  Richard  Flinty  called  in ;  and  Examined. 

3229.  Chairman.']  WHAT  are  you? — I  am  Relieving  Officer  of  the  Louth    MT.W.R.FEnf^ 
Union  ;  the  Louth  district.  

3230.  Is  that  chiefly  agricultural? — It  is  almost  entirely  an  agricultural  district 
Louth  is  a  market  town  of  12,000  inhabitants. 

3231.  How  many  parishes  are  there  in  your  union? — There  are  90  parishes  in 
the  union ;  24  in  my  district. 

3232.  You    say    that  these  90  parishes    are   chiefly    agricultural  ? — Almost 
entirely  so,  with  the  exception  of  Louth  ;  all  of  them  are  agricultural,  I  beheve. 

3233.  Are  they  very  small  ? — Some  of  them  are  very  small. 

3234.  Do  you  know  what  the  population  of  the  union  is? — Not  of  the  entire 
union. 
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Mr.  W.  R.  Flint,        3235.  Have  you  anything  to  state  to  the  Committee  with  regard  to  the  opera- 

tion  of  the  Irremovable  Act  ? — Yes. 

26  June  i860.  3236.  Are  you  satisfied  with  it  in  your  union? — No;  the  guardians  are  not 

satisfied  with  it. 

3237.  Do  they  object  to  it  ? — ^Yes,  on  some  grounds;  they  find  that  it  operates 
very  hardly  upon  some  of  the  parishes,  and  also  in  some  instances  it  operates  rather 
harshly  upon  the  poor. 

3238.  When  you  say  that  it  operates  hardly  upon  some  of  the  parishes,  I  pre- 
sume you  allude  to  the  property  in  those  parishes? — Yes. 

3239.  Mr.  Knight.']  On  which  parishes  does  it  operate  harshly  ? — On  all  the 
larger  parishes  of  the  union,  and  on  the  parish  of  Louth  particularly. 

3240.  Which  are  the  other  parishes  which  it  operates  harshly  upon? — Such 
as  Donnington,  Binbrook,  North  Thoresby,  and  several  other  large  villages.  I 
speak  now,  in  reference  to  some  of  the  villages  in  the  districts  of  other  officers, 
with  which  J  am  not  wholly  acquainted.  As  to  my  own,  there  are  only  two  or 
three  rather  populous  villages  besides  Louth. 

3241.  iSir  W.  Miles]  You  have  the  parish  of  Louth  within  your  district?'— 
Yes ;  there  are  24  small  parishes  in  it  besides. 

3242.  You  only  speak  as  to  the  parishes  in  the  district  with  which  you  are 
particularly  acquainted  ? — Yes  ;  I  have  named  one  or  two  of  the  parisiies  belong- 
ing to  the  districts  of  other  oflicers  as  their  parishes  might  be  afiected  by  it  also. 

3243.  Chairman.]  Will  you  state  how  the  town  of  Louth  and  tl)e  large  parishes 
are  affected  ? — They  are  affected  in  this  way :  the  parish  of  Louth  has  always 
had  a  great  number  of  resident  Irish ;  these  Irish  are  employed  in  the  neigh- 
bouring villages,  and  these  villages  having  few  or  no  resident  labourers  in  them, 
all  the  Irish  go  out  of  Louth  into  those  parishes,  and  return  again  to  Louth  at 
night. 

3244.  They  go  out  to  work  in  these  small  parishes  r — Yes;  and  they  return  to 
Louth  in  the  evening. 

3245.  Mr.  Dodson.]  Are  these  agricultural  labourers  ? — Chiefly ;  entirely,  in 
fact ;  in  going  out  of  Louth  they  can  go  for  no  other  purpose. 

3246.  Mr.  Knight,]  Which  are  the  parishes  that  you  complain  of  as  injuring 
Louth  by  employing  the  labourers  dwelling  in  Louth  r—Withcall,  Hallington, 
Tat h well,  South  Elkington ;  those  are  parishes  which  are  employing  a  good 
many  Irish  almost  all  the  year  round ;  the  parish  of  Withcall,  I  think,  is  rented 
by  one  person,  and  consists  of  about  3,000  acres. 

3247.  Chairman,]  Is  there  only  one  occupier  there  ? — One  only. 

3248.  To  whom  does  that  property  belong  ?— I  do  not  know. 

3249.  I  suppose  he  rents  it  of  somebody  ? — Yes. 

3250.  Sir  W.  Miles,]  How  far  is  it  distant  from  Louth  ? — Four  miles. 

3251.  Chairman.]  I  suppose  there  is  hardly  an  English  population  in  this 
district  ? — The  Irish  preponderate ;  that  is,  ti)ose  who  go  out  of  the  town  to 
labour.     I  think  there  are  more  Irish  labourers  going  out  than  English. 

3252.  Sir  W.  Miles.]  Taking  the  whole  of  the  district,  is  it  not  a  thinly  popu- 
lated district,  and  would  the  farmers  be  able  to  collect  their  corn,  and  thoroughly 
to  carry  out  their  agricultural  operations  without  an  influx  of  strangers  r — I  think 
they  scarcely  would.  In  the  summer  time,  I  may  observe,  that  we  have  a  srreat 
number  of  Irish  labourers  always  coming  through  Lincolnshire,  getting  up  the 
corn  in  various  places,  and  moving  from  the  south  northward. 

3253.  Chairman.]  Do  you  complain  of  that  ? — No. 

32.'>4.  Withcall  is  four  miles  from  Louth  ;  are  the  other  places  further  off  or 
nearer  to  Louth  ? — Hallington  is  two  miles,  Tathwell  three  miles,  and  Elkington 
two  miles,  or  two  miles  and  a  half;  some  part  of  it  is  three  miles  off. 

3255.  Then  these  labourers  have  to  go  out  four  miles  in  the  morning  to  With- 
call, and  the  same  distance  back  in  the  evening? — Yes. 

3256.  Sir  W.  Miles,]  In  harvest  time,  do  not  the  farmers  accommodate 
them  in  their  barns  ? — Occasionally,  they  aie  allowed  to  sleep  there  ;  that  is  to 
economise  labour. 

3257.  Chairman,]  You  are  now  talking  of  the  fresh  supply  of  labour  that 
comes  in  at  harvest  time  ? — Yes ;  I  believe  the  resident  labourers  go  to  and  fro 
regularly. 

3258.  Do  you  know  whether,  at  Withcall,  there  have  ever  been  any  cottages  ? 
— i  believe  not,  for  a  great  many  years  past ;  with  regard  to  the  cottages  that 
ihey  have,  they  are  occupied  by  what  are  called  confined  labourers ;  men  who 
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are  necessary  to  look  after  the  stock,  and  to  take  care  of  the  horses ;  those  men    ifr.  fT.  R.  Flint. 
live  in  the  houses  contiguous  to  the  farms ;  the  parish  is  divided  into  three  farms.      

3259.  The  resident  Irish,  I  presume,  are  irremovable: — ^The  greater  portion      a6Juiieid6o, 
of  them. 

3260.  Do  you  mean  that  they  have  come  from  Ireland,  and  have  always  been 
employed  in  that  district  ? — ^Yes  ;  they  have  relatives  in  Ireland,  and  there  are 
occasionally  additions  form  the  same  family. 

3261.  Mr.  Beecrqft.']  When  out  of  employment,  they  are  thrown  upon  the 
common  fund  of  the  union  chiefly? — Yes. 

3262.  Chairman.']  When  they  become  chargeable,  do  you  remove  them  to 
Ireland  ? — No;  we  have  never  had  any  Irish  removals. 

3263.  Do  you  act  upon  this  system,  that  as  the  labour  is  wanted  you  do  not 
wish  to  remove  them  ? — Yes;  the  guardians  have  thought  it  was  inexpedient  to 
resort  to  that  act,  because  of  the  expense. 

3264.  The  expense  would  fall  upon  Louth  if  you  did  so? — ^Yes. 

3265.  It  is  less  expense  to  support  these  labourers  in  Withcall  out  of  the 
rates  levied  in  Louth  ? — ^Yes. 

3266.  Can  you  state  the  proportion  which  the  irremovable  poor  bear  to  the 
settled  poor?— The  whole  of  the  poor  on  the  list  will  be  about  620.  The  poor 
chargeable  upon  the  common  fund  I  think  probably  would  be  about  200. 

3267.  There  are  620  settled  poor  in  Louth  ? — There  are  620  poor  upon  the 
list.  I  am  not  speaking  of  the  settled  poor,  but  the  whole  of  the  settled  and  non- 
settled,  that  is,  the  irremovable. 

3268.  What  is  the  proportion  of  those  that  you  consider  to  have  a  settlement 
in  Louth  ? — The  settled  poor  are  about  300. 

3269.  Are  there  any  Irish  among  the  settled  poor?— No,  I  believe  none. 

3270.  Are  the  irremovable  poor  chiefly  Irish  ? — No,  not  chiefly  so,  although 
there  are  a  good  many. 

3271.  The  irremovable  poor  may  have  their  settlements  in  other  parishes;  are 
those  other  parishes  in  your  union  ? — ^Yes,  they  will  be,  a  good  many  of  them,  in 
my  district  and  in  our  union,  but  there  may  be  some  chargeable  to  the  common 
fund  of  the  uuion  that  belong  to  other  unions  or  other  districts. 

3272.  Why  is  it  that  they  go  to  Louth;  is  there  a  difficulty  in  procuring  cot- 
tages anywhere  else  ? — Yes  ;  there  is  a  scarcity  of  houses  in  all  the  surrounding 
villages. 

3273.  You  now  speak  of  the  90  parishes  that  compose  the  union  of  Louth,  and 
you  say  that  Louth  is  the  only  convenient  place  in  which  the  labourers  can  get 
a  domicile?— I  speak  of  a  certain  number  of  villages  surrounding  Louth,  not  of 
the  entire  90.  There  are  large  villages  scattered  about  the  union,  here  and  there, 
that -receive  the  labourers  from  the  smaller  villages  in  the  same  way  as  Louth,  that 
is,  they  go  out  to  work  in  these  large  villages,  and  they  are  the  centres  of  districts, 
such  as  Donnington  and  Binbrook. 

3274.  They  suffer  in  the  same  way  as  Louth ;  they  are  a  sort  of  centre  to 
which  the  poor  are  driven,  in  order  to  get  accommodation  ? — I  should  not  say 
driven. 

3275.  Sir/f^.  Miles.']  The  district  of  country,  with  which  you  are  acquainted, 
round  Louth  has  become  very  much  changed  of  late  years  with  regard  to  agricul- 
ture ? — Yes. 

3276.  Formerly  it  was  a  large  waste ;  now  it  is  a  highly  cultivated  district  r  — 
Yes. 

3277.  Therefore,  the  cottages  have  not  been  pulled  down  ;  they  have  never  been 
built  ? — ^That  may  be  the  case  in  many  instances ;  I  have  only  been  in  that 
district  for  seven  years  ;  I  was  in  Yorkshire  ten  years  and  a  half  before  I  came 
there. 

3278.  Chairman^  Will  you  state  to  the  Committee  why,  in  the  case  of  Don- 
nington, they  do  not  get  rid  of  the  cottages  of  the  poor,  as  in  the  other  places  ? — 
The  estate  of  Donnington  has  been  sold,  consequently  there  are  many  small  free- 
holders, and  those  freeholders  build  small  tenements  upon  their  estates,  for  the 
sake  of  profit,  and  as  a  matter  of  course  Donnington  is  much  sought  after ;  in 
fact,  only  a  short  time  ago  I  was  talking  to  a  labourer  who  wanted  a  house  ;  be 
was  obliged  to  leave  a  neighbouring  village  ;  and  I  said  to  him,  ^^  Why  do  you 
not  go  to  Donnington,  you  will  find  one  there  ;*'  he  said,  *^  I  have  sought  Don- 
nington through,  and  1  cannot  get  one/' 
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Mr*  W^  JL  JQbe.       3379*  ^^"^  Donnington  is  helpless ;  but  the  freeholders  do  not  combine  to 

— ~— »        pull  down  the  cottages  ?— No. 
^J«Mi80o.         3280.  There  are  so  many  freeholders  there,  that  the  people  can  get  houses  to 
live  in  ?  —Yes,  generally. 

3281.  Mr.  Kmght?^  Which  are  the  parishes  in  which  they  have  been  getting 
rid  of  the  cottages  of  the  poor;  are  they  North  and  South  Elkington,  Tathwell, 
and  Withcall  ? — I  am  not  able  to  say  as  to  the  cottages  being  pulled  down  in 
those  places ;  there  have  been  none  pulled  down  in  my  time. 

3282.  Chaimxan^  I  understood  you  to  describe  several  places  in  this  union, 
and  some  in  your  own  district,  as  having  a  diflFerent  character ;  some  belonging 
to  one  occupier  or  one  proprietor,  and  others  to  one  or  two  ;  that  in  those  places 
the  poor  cannot  find  dwellings,  and  that  they  live  in  places  like  Louth  and  Don- 
nington, where  the  people  are  helpless  in  preventing  them  from  finding  homes? 
—Yes ;  that  simply  arises  from  the  fact  that  the  proprietors  of  the  estate  have 
not  built  cottages,  and  they  are  obliged  to  go  to  the  neighbouring  town  or  village 
for  shelter. 

3283.  It  depends  very  much  upon  the  character  of  the  parish  whether  the 
poor  can  obtain  a  dwelling  or  not  in  it,  that  is  to  say,  whether  it  is  entirely  occu- 
pied by  one  or  two  proprietors,  or  distributed,  like  Donnington,  among  many 
freeljolders? — I  think  that  where  the  parishes  belong  to  one  proprietor,  or  where 
they  are  rented  by  one  occupier,  then  there  is  a  scarcity  of  houses  almoit 
invariably. 

3284.  Therefore,  it  is  a  necessary  consequence  that  the  poor  must  go  either  to 
Louth  or  Donnington,  or  places  where  they  cannot  prevent  them  from  going? — 
Just  so. 

3285.  Sir  W.  Miles.]  But  these  cottages  are  built  in  Louth  and  other  large 
parishes  by  persons  who  are  carpenters  or  builders,  and  so  on,  for  a  profit,  are 
they  not  ? — Unquestionably. 

3286.  And  they  obtain  high  rent>?,  generally  speaking,  do  they  not,  for  those 
cottages  ? — Yes. 

3287.  In  your  particular  district,  can  you  take  a  place,  where  the  proprietor 
has  the  whole  of  a  parish,  and  where  there  are  some  cottages,  and  compare  the 
difference  of  the  rents  paid  to  that  single  proprietor,  and  the  rem  paid  in  Louth  ? 
-—There  are  scarcely  instances  in  those  parish^  where  the  proprietor  makes  a 
charge  for  rent,  or  where  the  occupier  does,  as  the  labourers  are  what  are  called 
confined  labourers ;  they  are  hired  at  so  much  a  year,  with  cottages  to  live  in, 
so  that  1  can  scarcely  put  a  value  upon  a  cottage.  I  do  not  know  the  rent 
of  it. 

3288.  The  cottages  are  let  with  the  farm,  and  not  to  the  labourers? — Yes. 

3289.  WhatTent  is  paid  in  Louth  for  a  four-roomed  cottage?— From  5L  to 
61.;  4/.  I  OS.  perhaps,  occasionally;  but  for  the  better  class  of  four-roomed 
cottages  the  rent  is  from  5  /.  to  6  /. 

3290.  Witliout  any  land  ? — Yes ;  unless  they  happen  to  be  at  the  border  of 
the  parish. 

3291.  Is  not  that  a  very  profitable  investment  for  the  persons  who  build  those 
cottages  ? — Very. 

3292.  Chairman.]  Did  you  ever  hear  of  any  of  these  mechanics  building 
cottages  in  a  parish  like  Withcall  ? — No,  certainly  not.  In  Louth  there  is  a 
fishmonger  who  very  recently  has  been  building  as  many,  I  think,  as  24  cottages; 
he  has  sold  off  some  1 0  or  1 2,  at  some  considerable  advantage,  and  the  rest  he 
retains,  and  those  are  let,  at  the  extreme  comer  of  the  parish  of  Louth,  near  to 
the  parishes  <^  Withcall  and  Hallington ;  as  a  matter  of  course,  it  is  advan- 
tageous to  the  labourers,  as  it  economises  distance. 

3293.  So  that  a  speculation  arises  in  consequence,  and  persons  build  cottages, 
knowing  that  the  labourers  must  live  in  Louth,  although  they  work  elsewhere.^ 
— ^Yes ;  they  know  that  there  is  a  demand  for  Labour  in  the  direction   where 

-  those  cottages  are,  and  the  labo^irers,  rather  than  walk  a  mile,  or  a  mile  and  a 
half  to  Loath,  would  prefer  those  cottages. 

3294.  But  'a  speculation  arises  from  the  knowledge  that  they  amst  live  in  Louth  ? 
—Yes. 

3295*  And  the  more  the  labourers  are  crowded  in  Loutii,  the  more  rent  d^y 
wil^et  for  those  cottages  ? — Yes. 

3296.  Sir  fF.  Miles!]  Besides  paying  this  high  rent  tsr  the  oott^^es,  the  wagM 
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of  the  labourierB  are  likewise  spent  in  Louth?— Yes ;  in  some  instances,  I  believe,    m^*  W:  R  JTttt 
the  foreman  pays  the  wages  of  the  labourers  on  the  farm.  ',,  „,  , , 

3297.  But  they  are  expended  by  the  hibourers  themselves  ? — Yes,  in  the  neigh-      se  Jtoa  196^, 
bouring  villages,  or  tlie  town  of  Louth. 

3298.  Although  Louth  may  be  rather  n)ore  burdened  with  poor-rates  than  the 
other  parishes,  still  what  is  remiired  by  the  persons  who  live  by  their  labour  in 
other  parishes  is  expended  in  Louth  ? — Yes,  it  would  be,  supposing  the  labourer 
Has  resident  in  the  village  where  his  labour  is  wanted, 

3299.  Chairman.']  Do  they  pay  niore  for  their  cottages,  and  have  to  walk 
fiirther  every  day  to  their  labour  ? — Yes. 

3300.  Those  are  the  two  conditions  of  this  state  of  things :  they  njust  pay  a 
higher  rent  for  the  cottage,  and  walk  further  to  their  work  ? — Yes. 

3301.  &\T  W.  Miles.]  I  understood  you  to  say,  that  whether  these  persons 
Hved  in  their  own  parishes  or  at  Louth,  they  would  in  all  probability  spend  their 
wages  in  Louth  ? — Ye^. 

3302.  Does  it  not  strike  you  that  in  Binbrook  and  other  large  towns  there  are 
persons  who  carry  on  the  trades  of  butchers  and  bakers^  and  that  consequently 
Louth  would  not  have  the  benefit  of  the  expenditure  of  the  wages  there  ? — 
Binbrook,  allow  me  to  say,  is  ten  miles  from  Louth. 

3303*  But  it  is  in  your  district? — No,  it  is  in  the  next;  it  is  in  the  union  of 
Louth,  and  is  the  centre  of  a  district ;  and  whenever  labour  is  demanded 
within  a  certain  distance,  Binbrook  would  have  the  expenditure;  it  would  receive 
the  benefit  of  the  labourer,  and  his  money  would  be  expended  there,  the  same  as 
in  Louth. 

3304.  Mr.  Ayrton.]  How  much  land  had  the  tradesman  who  built  those  24 
cottages  ? — I  should  think  that  the  acreage  of  the  plot  of  ground  that  he  bought 
might  be  about  ten  or  15  acres,  adjoining  the  highway,  and  those  cottages 
are  a  mile  and  a  half  distant  from  the  town,  between  there  and  Withcall  and 
Hallington,  so  that  the  labourers  could  have  the  benefit  of  those  cottages. 

3305-  Sir  W.  Miles.]  Would  they  he  willing  to  pay  a  higher  rent  because  they 
were  nearer  their  work?— I  do  not  know  that  they  are  rented  higher  than  the 
cottages  in  Louth  in  proportion  ;  but  the  rent  is  high,  compared  with  what  it 
would  be  in  some  of  the  villages. 

3306.  Mr.  Ayrton.]  Is  that  all  the  land  that  the  fishmonger  ov\nsin  the  parish? 
—I  do  not  know  that  he  has  more. 

3307.  Mr.  Knight.]  I  find  that  in  Tathwell  in  1801  there  were  34  houses; 
in  1841,  56  houses;  and  in  1850,  67  houses.  I  find  that  in  Withcall,  in  1801, 
there  were  six  houses ;  in  1841,  10;  and  in  1851,  16.  In  North  Elkington,  in 
1801  there  were  10  houses;  in  1841,  20;  and  in  1851,  20.  In  South  Elking- 
ton in  1801  there,  were  25  houses;  in  1841,  52;  and  in  1851,  56;  showing  an 
increase  between  1801  and  18.51  from  75  to  159  houses,  or  112  percent.? — T 
could  readily  imagine  that  to  be  the  case. 

3308.  There  has  been  an  increase,  between  1841  and  1851,  from  138  to  159 
houses,  and  that  does  not  entirely  bear  out  all  that  you  have  said  ? — I  think, 
perhaps,  that  I  can  explain  it  to  the  Committee.  The  reason  for  the  increase 
})as  heen  this :  the  county  of  Lincoln  has  been  improving  in  its  agricultural 
state,  and,  as  a  matter  of  course,  there  has  been  a  greater  demand  for 
labourers  upon  each  of  the  fanns  so  improved ;  for  instance,  at  one  time  thai 
greater  portion  of  Withcall  was  a  warren,  and  now  it  is  in  a  state  of  high  cultiva- 
tion ;  the  consequence  is,  that  there  are  three  farmsteads  built  upon  the  estate,  and, 
perhaps,  there  are-  six  ar  eight  cottages  built,  in  connexion  with  each  farmstead, 
in  which  men  live  who  manage  the  stock  on  the  farms,  so  that  that  will  account 
for  the  increase  of  houses,  and  I  believe  it  is  the  same  in  uU  the  other  parishes 
to  which  you  have  referred. 

3309.  Mr.  Barrow.]  It  is  now  entirely  cultivated,  while  formerly  it  was  a 
rabt)it  warren  ? — Yes ;  it  was  entirely  open,  a  complete  warren  for  two  or  three, 
miles. 

3310.  Mr.  Dodson.]  llie  persons  who  have  built  these  cottages  let  them  at  a  high 
rent,  and  make  a  considerable  profit? — I  think  they  are  let  at  a  fair  rent,  com- 
pared with  the  houses  in  Louth. 

3311.  They  are  generally  small  freeholders-  who  build  these  cottages  ?— Yes, 
generally. 

3312.  According  to  that,  if  the  inhabitants  of  those  cottages  become  paupers, 
and  become  chargeable  to  the  parish,  the  owners  of  those  cottages  would  Dear 
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Mr.  W.R.  Flint,  but  a  small  portion  of  the  burden  ? — Very  small ;  they  would  bear  it  in  propor- 

tion  to  their  rate. 

s6  June  i860.  331 3.  Sir  W.  AJiles.^  Have  you  an  account  of  the  expense  of  the  irremovable 

poor  in  your  district  for  the  last  four  years  ? — In  my  district  I  have  not ;  but, 
taking  the  total  of  the  three  districts  of  the  union  for  the  year  1856,  the  total 
expense  was  2,353  /.  14^.  5}  ^.;  in  1 857  the  total  expenditure  was  2,41 1 1.  Ss.  6d.; 
in  1858  it  was  2,422/.  18^.  i.oirf. ;  in  1859,  2,384/.  8^.  9^. 

3314.  Taking  the  average  of  the  four  years,  it  is  about  2,400 /.  ? — Pretty 
nearly  that,  although  it  is  rather  under  that. 

3315.  Then,  apparently,  the  state  of  the  irremovable  poor  is  nearly  stationary  ? 
—Yes;  taking  the  year  1856,  the  total  expenditure  was  2,353;  for  the  year 
ending  September  1859,  2,384/. ;  so  that  there  is  only  an  increase  of  31  /. 

33i(».  Can  you  state  to  the  Committee  the  proportion  which  the  well-populated 
parishes  bear  to  those  that  are  thinly  populated  r — As  to  the  thinly-populated 
parishes,  those  which  I  have  alluded  to,  one  or  two  of  them,  have  no  poor  at  all 
chargeable  upon  them,  and,  as  a  consequence,  they  escape  rating  altogether. 
According  to  the  last  averages  that  were  taken,  there  are  seven  entirely  free ; 
viz.,  East  Wykeham,  Grimblethorpe,  Haugh,  Stennegot,  Waith,  Withcall,  and 
Worlaby  • 

3317.  Are  those  all  parishes  of  any  considerable  acreage? — ^The  acreage  of 
Withcall  is  about  3,000  acres;  the  acreage  of  Stenigot  I  can  scarcely  say.  The 
parish  of  Grimblethorpe,  I  should  think,  will  be  1,000  acres,  or  a  little  beyond; 
that  is  one  which  has  recently  been  added  to  the  union. 

3318.  Mr.  Knight.']  What  union  was  it  in  before? — It  was  witliin  the  Louth 
Union,  but  an  extra  parochial  parish. 

3319.  Sir  fV.  Miles.]  Have  you  any  statement  to  make  as  to  the  way  in 
which  the  hardship  is  felt  with  respect  to  the  irremovable  poor  who  are  particularly 
found  in  these  populous  places  ? — The  way  in  w  hich  I  conceive  it  bears  hardly 
is  this,  that  the  sniall  parishes  surrounding  the  larger  ones  receive  the  benefit  of 
the  labour  af  these  poor,  who  go  to  work  in  the  morning  and  return  in  the  evening, 
and  in  the  course  of  five  years,  an  irremovable  settlement  is  acquired  by  them, 
and  then  if  those  poor  fall  sick,  ihey  become  chargeable  upon  the  common  fund  of 
the  union,  and,  as  some  of  the  smaller  parishes  are  exempt  from  paying  to  the 
common  charges  of  the  union,  the  larger  parishes  paying  in  proportion  to  the  poor 
chargeable  upon  them,  are  excessively  burdened  by  it. 

3320.  What  is  the  rate  in  the  pound  that  is  borne  now  by  Louth  itself? — The 
rate  in  the  pound  in  Louth  has  been  4^.  4^.  in  the  year ;  it  is  now  reduced  to 
3  ^.  8  d.,  although  there  has  been  the  addition  of  a  cemetery  rate  and  a  new 
borough  police  rate. 

3321.  When  you  say  3^.  8rf.,  is  that  solely  for  the  relief  of  the  poor? — No; 
tliere  are  other  charges  connected  with  jt. 

3322.  Can  you  state  what  the  poor  cost  out  of  that  3^.  Sd.  ? — As  far  as  I  can 
ascertain,  about  2  «.  7  rf.  in  the  pound.     I  find  that  there  was  expended, — 


In  the  year  ending  Lady- 
•  day  -  -  -  1866 
Ditto  -  ditto  -  1857 
Ditto  -  ditto  -  1868 
Ditto      -     ditto      -     1869 


Id  In-maintenance. 

£.  s.  d. 

610  6  - 

610  6  - 

403  10  - 

390  2  - 


In  Out-relief. 

£.  s.  d. 

2,433  7  - 

2,585  6  - 

2,708  18  - 

2,559  6  - 


In  Lunatics. 

£.     s.  d. 

210     2  - 

233     6  - 

263  18  - 

248     3  - 


showing  an  average  annual  expenditure  on  the  poor  of  Louth  (apart  from  other 
expenses)  of  3,284/.   i  s.  gd. 

3323.  Are  the  meetings  of  your  Board  of  Guardians  well  attended? — They  are 
fairly  attended,  but  not  well  attended  considering  the  number  of  elected  guardians. 

3324.  Chairman.]  How  many  are  there? — Ninety-three;  I  may  add  that 
there  are  two  parishes,  which,  I  believe,  are  minus  guardians,  consequently  there 
are  now  9 1  elected  guardians. 

3325.  Why  do  the  two  parishes  not  send  guardians? — East  Wykeham,  which 
has  recently  been  added,  and  Grimblethorpe,  refuse  to  appoint  guardians; 
although  they  have  been. furnished  withthe  means,  and  they  have  neglected  to  do  so. 

3326.  They  have  no  poor  to  look  after? — No. 

3327.  Sir  W.  Miks.]  Has  any  discussion  ever  arisen  at  your  Board  relative 
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to  the  unfairness  of  taking  the  averages  as  to  the  irremovable   poor  ? — Yes;  the    ^^'  ^^'  ^'  ^^^^* 
guardians  have  frequently  discussed  the  matter  as  it  regards  the  weight  of  the 
charges  on  the  common  fund, 

3328.  Has  any  proposition  been  made  at  your  Board  as  to  equalising  more 
those  charges  ? —  I  do  not  know  whether  any  proposition  has  been  made  or  not, 
but  they  have  made  applications,  I  believe,  for  some  remedy. 

3329.  To  whom? — I  am  not  quite  certain  ;  but  I  have  understood  that  there 
has  been  an  application  made   to  the  Poor  Law  Board. 

3330.  Has  there  ever  been  any  discussion  as  to  whether  it  would  not  be 
much  fairer,  instead  of  taking  the  average  amount  of  pauperism  for  a  certain 
number  of  years,  to  take  the  average  of  the  value  of  the  property  in  each  parish? 
— I  do  not  know  that  there  has  been  any  discussion  upon  that  point ;  but  I  think, 
if  I  understand  rightly  the  minds  of  some  of  the  guardians  on  this  subject,  it  is 
to  this  effect,  that  they  think  it  would  be  much  fairer  if  a  new  rate,  or  rather  a 
new  assessment,  was  made  throughout  the  union,  upon  one  general  and  uniform 
system,  all  the  parishes  in  the  union  contributing  to  one  common  fund  of  the 
union,  on  the  supposition  that  the  burden  would  be  equally  borne  by  each 
parish. 

333 1.  Mr.  Ai/rton.]  Upon  what  basis  would  that  be? — Upon  the  valuation  : 
there  is  already  an  existing  survey ;  there  would  have  to  be  a  new  valuation 
taken  throughout  the  union,  and,  after  the  new  valuation  was  taken,  each  parish 
would  pay  its  proportion  towards  the  maintenance  of  tlie  poor  in  the  union  upon 
that  valuation. 

3332.  Chai?'man.']  You  speak  of  a  system  of  supporting  the  poor,  in  a  different 
way  ? — Yes  ;  to  distribute  the  charge  fairly  upon  each  parish. 

3333.  You  are  not  merely  going  upon  the  common  fund  ? — No,  but  taking 
all  the  poor  in  the  union. 

3334.  You  would  propose  something  like  the  union  rating  for  the  whole  of 
the  poor  ? — Yes ;  I  think  it  is  the  opinion  of  some  of  ihe  guardians  that  it  would 
work  belter. 

3335-  Sir  W.  Milc6\]  Taking  your  88  or  90  guardians,  if  it  was  put  to  the 
Board  in  that  way,  do  you  think  that  40  of  them  would  agree  to  it? — I  think 
that  in  many  of  those  small  parishes  where  the  ratepayers  have  but  little  burden 
to  bear,  they  would  decidedly  oppose  it. 

3336.  They  would  be  against,  what  they  call,  shifting  the  burden? — Yes, 
unquestionably. 

3337.  Chairman.]  Has  there  been  any  calculation  made  of  the  rate  in  the 
pound,  suf)pose  you  distributed  the  charge  as  you  now  propose  ?— No. 

3338.  There  is  a  given  amount  for  which  you  are  liable  for  the  support  of  the 
poor  throughout  that  union,  and  it  is  distributed  in  the  capricious  way  you  have 
describet\  to  us ;  have  you  ever  made  a  calculation,  supposing  the  expenditure 
was  distributed  at  so  much  upon  the  rateable  value  of  the  property  in  the  union, 
what  that  would  be  in  the  pound  ? — No ;  I  can  form  no  estimate. 

3339.  What  is  the  rate  in  the  pound  in  Louth  ? — In  Louth  the  rate  has  been 
2^.  2d.  in  the  pound ;  it  is  now  1^.  8rf.  for  the  half-year. 

3340.  Have  you  any  doubt  that  if  it  was  distributed  as  you  propose,  after  a 
uniform  valuation  of  the  properly  throughout  the  union,  making  the  charge  upon 
the  rateable  value,  it  would  be  less  than  2  s.  2  d.  ? — No  doubt  it  would  be  less. 

3341.  Although  it  would  be  more  in  the  parishes  where  there  are  but  few,  it 
would  be  less  in  Louth  ? — Very  considerably. 

3342.  Do  you  think  that  would  be  more  just  ? — Yes,  in  this  way,  as  those 
parishes  that  receive  the  benefit  of  the  labouring  population  are  contributing 
nothing  much  to  their  support. 

3343.  You  think  it  is  a  charge  that  ought  to  attach  to  the  property  of  a  given 
district,  and  you  think  that  the  burden  ought  to  he  borne  equally  by  that  property, 
and  that  it  is  not  so  ? — No,  it  is  not  so,  but  ought  to  be. 

3344.  You  have  pointed  to  another  inequality,  namely,  that  these  parishes  r  e 
valued  upon  a  different  proportion  of  their  actual  value  ? — They  are  so  now. 

3345'  You  spoke  of  an  existing  survey ;  was  that  a  survey  of  the  parishes  or 
of  the  property  of  the  whole  union  ? — ^The  survey  that  I  alluded  to  was  one  that 
was  taken  by  the  Government  some  years  ago. 

3346.  Was  that  of  all  the  parishes  in  the  union  ? — Yes,  I  believe  all  of  them. 

3347.  Is  not  that  fair;  did  they  not  discover  upon  that  survey  more  accurately 
what  was  the  rental  of  the  whole  union  than  if  they  had  taken  the  proportion  for 
the  rateable  value  ? — No ;  there  was  no  alteration. 
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Mr.  /F.  R.  FUni.        3348.  You  do  not  mean  a  survey  with  a  view  to  valuation  ? — By  no  means. 
-  3349-  There  has  been  no  valuation  of  the  property  ? — No  recent  valuation  of 

^  JuDci86u.  the  property,  and  the  consequence  is,  that  it  is  very  unetjually  distributed  ;  some 
parishes  are  rated  at  only  one-third  of  what  thej  ought  to  be,  while  Louth  pays 
considerably  in  excess  of  what  it  ought  to  pay. 

3-55<^.  Sir  W.  Miles.}  Have  you  had  no  valuation  of  Louth  lately  ? — The  last 
valuation  was  in  the  year  1851. 

3351.  Mr.  AyrtonJ]  Is  the  valuation  for  the  poor  rate  the  same  as  the  valua- 
tion for  the  county  rate  ? — Yes,  I  think  it  is  based  on  the  same. 

3352.  Is  it  the  same  in  amount  r — I  do  not  know. 

3353.  Chairman.]  There  seems  to  be  nothing  but  inequality  tliroughout  your 
union ;  the  different  parishes,  although  they  do  contribute,  do  not  contribute  in 
an  equal  proportion  to  the  actual  value  of  the  property,  but  they  take  a  different 

•     proportion  of  the  value  of  a  parish  to  levy  the  rate  upon  ? — Yes. 

3354.  Called  ihe  rateable  value? — Yes. 

3355.  That  proportion  is  diflferent  in  the  different  parishes?— It  varies. 

3356.  Mr.  Barrow.]  The  rateable  value  differs  in  proportion  to  the  property 
tax  ;  the  real  and  actual  value  of  the  parish  in  the  different  parishes  ? — Yes. 

3357.  Sir  TT.  Miles.]  Unless  the  large  district  round  Louth  has  been  valued  within 
20  or  30  years,  this  would  occur,  would  it  not,  that  in  a  town  the  valuation  would 
very  possibly  be  near  the  mark,  whereas  none  of  the  improvements  in  agriculture 
have  been  taken  any  notice  of  in  the  country  districts,  and  consequently  they 
would  be  much  below  their  proper  value? — Yes,  that  is  the  case;  I  believe, 
generally,  at  all  events  in  our  union,  and  I  believe  in  some  of  the  neighbouring 
unions  in  Lincolnshire,  in  consequence  of  the  improved  state  of  agriculture. 

335^.-  Mr.  Barrow.]  Within  your  recollection,  has  there  been  any  new  assess- 
ment for  the  county  rate? — I  am  not  aware  of  any. 

3359.  How  long*  have  you  had  experience  o^  that? — Seven  years  back  for 
Louth,  and  ten  years  and  a-half  in  Yorkshire ;  since  the  year  1842  I  have  been  in 
office. 

3360.  Mr.  ToUemache.']  You  stated  that  the  guardians  of  your  union  com- 
plained much  of  the  present  system  of  raising  the  common  fund,  because  they 
think  it  is  unfair? — Yes. 

3361.  And  that  they  have  complained  10  the  Poor  Law  Board  on  the  subject  ? 
—Yes. 

3362.  How  did  they  make  that  complaint ;  was  it  embodied  in  a  petition  ? 
— Yes,  I  believe  it  was,  to  the  Poor  Law  Board. 

3363.  Was  that  adopted  at  a  regular  meeting? — Yes. 

3364.  Was  it  carried  by  a  large  majority? — Yes';  signed  by  the  chairman,  and 
forwarded  to  the  Poor  Law  Board. 

3365.  How  long  ago  was  that  ? — 1  think  not  more  than  three  months  ago. 

3366.  So  recently  as  that  ? — Yes,  three  or  four  months  ago. 

3367.  In  that  petition  did  they  make  any  suggestions  as  to  any  alterations  that 
would  satisfy  them,  or  did  they  simply  complain  of  the  present  system  ? — They 
complained  of  the  present  system  ;  I  am  not  aware  that  tliey  made  any  sugges- 
tions for  an  alteration  as  to  the  mode   by  which  it  might  be  carried  outi 

33G8.Y0U  are  in  favour  of  adopting  a  system  of  union  rating  and  union 
chargeability  ? — ^Yes 

3369.  Do  you  believe  that  the  great  majority  of  the  guardians  agree  with  you? 
— I  think  that  the  majority  of  the  working  guardians  of  the  Board  would  agree 
with  me  on  that  subject. 

3370.  Supposing  that  the  working  guardians  were  not  prepared  to  go  the 
length  of  the  union  rating  and  union  chargeability,  do  you  think  that  if  the  period 
of  residence  giving  irremovability  were  reduced  to  three  years'  residence,  that 
would  be  an  advantage?—!  think  it  would  be  a  step  in  the  right  direction;  when 
the  Irremovability  Act  came  into  operation,  the  guardians  at  that  time  thought 
It  an  improvement,  and  now,  I  believe,  they  are  still  of  the  same  opinion,  even 
if  the  period  was  reduced  to  three  years,  providing  thai  it  was  aided  by  a  new 
valuation,  and  an  abolition  of  exemption  from  common  fund  charges. 

3371.  You   are  in  favour  of  that  charge  ?— Decidedly  ;  I  think  it  would  be 

preferable.  •      u    • 

3372.  Would  it  be  an  advantage  that  the  three  years' residence  shoukl^vea 

union  settlement  ? — Yes.  r    j  u  •      ^i^^ 

3373-  I  suppose  you   would  also  approve  of  the  common  fund  being  r^ 
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ihrooghout  the  union,  according  to  the  rateable  value  of  the  parishes?— Under    Mr.  W.  R.  FRm. 
a  eew  valuation  I  think  it  would  be  very  desirable.  — — —^ 

3374.  If  the  law  were  altered  to  that  extent,  and  to  that  extent  only,  would      26Jmi»i88o. 
that  be  a  great  improvement,  although  not  quite  carrying  out   your   \hws  ? 
— A  very  great  improvement  upon  the  existing  state  of  tilings  in  our  union. 

337.5-  Mr.  Barrow.']  That  would  bring  into  charge  those  six  or  seven  parishes 
with  10,000  acres  of  land  that  at  present  pay  nothing  ? — Yes. 

3376.  Would  not  that  satisfy  the  wishes  probably  of  many  of  your  guardians,  if 
that  point  were  carried,  that  the  common  fund  charges,  including  tl>e  irreinovabiliiy, 
should  be  assessed  on  the  parishes  of  the  union  according  to  their  annual  value? 
— Yes  ;  I  have  no  doubt  that  v\ould  satisfy  theai  to  a  very  considerable  extent,  and 
I  t>eiieve  that  would  be  a  very  great  improvement. 

3377.  Mr.  AyrtonJ]  Are  there  any  arrangements  made  in  the  parishes  in  the 
union,  in  the  employment  of  labour  between  the  employers  and  the  workmen, 
with  the  view  of  preveuliog  the  workmen  becominvj  chargeable  upon  the  rates  ? — 
No,  I  think  not;  I  am  not  aware  of  there  being  any  arrangement  of  that  kind 
existing. 

3378.  It  is  not  the  practice  to  employ  people  in  order  to  keep  them  off  the 
rates  in  any  of  the  parishes  of  the  union  to  your  knowledge? — Yes;  I  think 
that  where  a  person  is  resident  in  a  parish,  and  belonging  to  tiiat  parish,  and 
who  is  partially  unqualified  for  labour,  in  some  instances,  I  have  known  them 
employed  on  the  roads  at  i«.  a  day,  for  the  express  purpose  of  preventing  relief 
which  would  otherwise  be  given  by  the  Board ;  a  man,  of  course,  receives  fair 
wages  in  proportion  to  the  work  he  is  able  to  do,  and  at  the  same  time  it  relieves 
the  ratepayers,  to  a  considerable  extent,  of  the  expense  of  maintenance. 

3379-  ^s  tliat  arrangement  made  by  individual  inhabitants,  or  by  a  public 
officer? — That  would  be  done  by  the  surveyor  of  the  parish,  and  probably  at  the 
suggestion  of  a  vestry  meeting 

3380.  My  question  was,  whether,  in  the  employment  of  labour,  any  special 
arrangements  are  made  with  a  view  to  keep  people  off  the  rates,  or  whether  now 
it  is  the  usage  of  tive  farmers  often  to  employ  labour  merely  al  the  rate  of  wages 
which  they  are  compelled  to  give? — I  believe  the  latter  to  be  the  case  ;  I  do  not 
think  that  there  are  any  dodges  resorted  to  for  the  sake  of  getting  an  improper 
rate  of  charge. 

3381.  Or  for  the  sake  of  reducing  the  charge  ? — No. 

3382.  Mr.  Dodson.']  Supposing  there  were  a  single  able-bodied  labourer,  and 
a  man  with  a  large  family  who  was  not  so  good  a  workman^  would  the  latter 
individual  obtain  work  in  preference  from  the  surveyor  of  the  parish,  because  he 
was  most  likely  to  become  chargeable  ? — Possibly  it  might  be  so  in  some  parishes ; 
because  an  able-bodied  labourer  would  be  presumed  to  be  able  to  find  a  market 
for  his  labour  almost  anywhere. 

3383.  Mr.  Ayrton.]  What  is  the  cause  of  people  becoming  chargeable  upon 
this  union ;  is  it  old  age? — The  chief  cause,  I  think,  is  infirmity  and  old  age  ;  as 
you  are  aware,  temporary  sickness,  and  other  matters  arising,  make  a  great  many 
chargeable ;  but  the  chief  cause  of  the  poor  becoming  chargeatile  is  old  age, 
infirmity,  aiwl  widows  with  children. 

3384.  And  sickness  ? — Yes, 

3385.  With  regard  to  the  people  who  become  chargeable  in  consequence  of 
old  age,  is  that  from  their  having  no  relations  to  sup^jort  them,  or  from  their  not 
having  been  able  to  save  enough  when  they  were  hale,  or  from  their  own  im- 
providence ? — I  think  chiefiy  from  their  having  no  one  to  support  them  ;  probably, 
in  many  instances,  having  had  to  rear  large  families,  and  not  having  been  able  to 
provide  for  tlieir  maintenance  in  old  age. 

3386.  Do  not  those  families  support  them  when  they  become  old  in  those 
cases  ? — In  some  instances  they  do  ;  it  would  not  be  desirable  in  many  cases  for 
the  magistrates  to  make  an  order  for  maintenance  on  their  sons,  because  of  their 
having  large  families  to  support  of  their  own. 

3387.  Are  the  labourers  in  the  union  paid  any  part  of  tlieir  labour  in  beer?— 
Ifo ;  I  do  not  believe  that  that  is  the  practice  in  our  union  ;  I  believe  that  occa- 
sionally, in  fummer  time,  there  may  be  beer  given  in  the  harvest  field ;  but  I 
do  iK^t  know  that  it  is  done  as  part  oil  the  wages. 

3388.  Is  much  money  spent  in  the  public-houses  in  the  parishes  of  your  union? 
— No ;  I  do  not  think  so  ;  tbei»e  are  many  villages  with  not  a  single  public-house 
in  them. 

o^.  Y  4  3389-  Is 


Digitized  by 


Google 


176  MINUTES  OF  EVIDENCE  TAKEN  BEFORE  THE 

Mr.  TT.  B.  P/tW.        3389.  Is  the  moral  condition  of  the  villages,  where  there  is  no  public-house, 

better  than  the  others  where  there  are  public-houses?— Yes,  decidedly  ;  their 

a6  June  i860,      moral  condition  is  better. 

3390.  Sir  W.  Miles.']  Comparatively  speaking,  in  Lincolnshire  the  resident 
labourers  upon  properties  are  very  well  off? — Yes;  sometimes  the  guardians  say 
to  me,  '*  You  know  that  So-and-so  is  sick,  but  there  is  no  need  for  him  to 
come ;  he  has  a  good  pig  in  his  sty,  and  has  this,  that  and  the  other;  and  there 
is  no  need  whatever  for  him  to  apply  for  relief.'* 

3391.  Mr.  Ayrton.y Do  they  refuse  relief  in  those  cases? — Yes;  they  would 
in  case  of  their  making  application  ;  it  is  rare  to  have  an  application  from  such 
parties. 

3^92.  Mr.  Dodson.']  What  wages  do  these  agricultural  labourers  receive  ? — 
Thejr  have  received  12  ^.  a  week  up  to  a  late  period.  I  think  they  get  now  13  s. 
or  145. 

3393.  Mr.  Ayrion,]  Are  there  any  benefit  societies  in  the  district  ? — ^Yes,  in 
some  of  the  larger  villages  ;  there  is  a  benefit  society  at  Donnington.  I  am  not 
sure  whether  there  is.  one  at  Ludford.  I  think  there  are  a  few  in  some  of  the 
larger  villages  in  the  Marshes,  and  several  in  Louth. 

3394.  Does  the  Board  take  any  account  of  the  benefits  received  by  the  people, 
if  they  become  chargeable,  from  these  benefit  societies?— If  they  become  charge- 
able upon  the  guardians  from  sickness ;  it  may  be  that  a  man,  having  a  heavy 
family,  will  require  some  additional  help,  and  the  guardians  then  take  one-half 
only  of  what  he  is  receiving  from  the  club  into  account,  and  make  up  the  rest,  so 
as  to  make  it  a  fair  amount  of  relief. 

3395-  Mr.  Barrow.]  That  is  to  say,  if  he  wanted  125.  a.  week  to  maintain  his 
family,  they  would  give  him  8  s.  ? — Yes,  he  would  benefit  to  that  extent. 

3396.  He  would  have  165.  instead  of  12«.  ? — Yes. 

3397.  Mr.  Ayrton.]  What  in  your  opinion  is  the  cause  of  the  great  difference 
in  the  rates  between  the  high  rated  parishes  in  your  union  and  those  parishes  where 
they  have  no  rates,  or  very  low  rates  ? — The  cause  of  it  is,  I  think,  that  which 
has  been  alluded  to,  namely,  the  poor  locating  themselves  in  the  larger  villages, 
they  become  chargeable  in  the  parishes  in  which  they  reside,  either  to  the  parish 
itself,  or  to  the  common  fund  of  the  district ;  and  the  smaller  parishes,  by  having 
no  poor  chargeable  upon  them,  are  relieved  from  contributions  to  the  rates,  while 
the  larger  parishes  are  heavily  burdened. 

3398.  You  say  that  the  charge  arises  in  consequence  of  certain  people  residing 
in  one  parish  rather  than  in  another ;  are  these  people  a  particular  class  who  are 
likely  to  become  chargeable  to  a  parish,  who  are  thus  kept  off  of  one  parish  and 
sent  into  another?— I  do  not  think  that  there  is  any  effort  made  on  the  part  of 
those  parishes  that  I  have  alluded  to,  to  keep  the  poor  out  of  them,  save  by  this, 
that  there  are  no  cottages  built  upon  the  estate  for  their  shelter,  and  of  course 
they  must  go  to  a  neighbouring  town,  and  in  the  event  of  their  becoming  charge- 
able there,  they  are  thrown  upon  the  rates  of  the  union. 

3399*  ^0  you  suppose  that  a  certain  consideration  is  exercised  in  letting 
cottages  in  some  of  the  parishes,  in  the  hands  of  small  proprietors,  as  to  the  class 
of  persons  they  take  as  tenants,  which  is  not  exercised  in  other  parishes,  where  the 
cottages  are  built  on  speculation  by  the  tradesmen  in  the  parish  ? — I  do  not 
think  that  there  is  any  consideration  of  that  sort  exercised  by  them ;  I  think 
generally  they  let  them  to  fair  tenants. 

3400.  Are  there  many  vagrants  who  become  chargeable  temporarily  in  your 
union  ? — The  number  used  to  be  exceedingly  heavy.  I  think  they  have  been 
very  much  reduced  during  the  last  17  years  ;  the  superintendent  of  police  is  ap- 
pointed vagrant  master,  and  in  the  summer  time  especially  the  vagrants  are  few 
as  compared  with  previous  years. 

3401.  Do  you  attribute  this  reduction  in  the  number  to  the  management  of  the 
police  officer  1—1  think  probably  it  does  in  part  arise  from  his  efficient  manage- 
ment. 

3402.  What  is  that  management  that  you  think  has  repressed  vagrancy  ? — 
The  vagrants  are  required  to  go  to  the  police  station,  and  undergo  an  examination  ; 
their  names  and  ages,  and  a  description  of  the  individual,  the  height,  and  so  fortb^ 
are  all  taken  down  in  a  book  that  is  kept  for  the  purpose ;  then  the  vagrant 
master  sends  them  to  the  workhouse,  and  if  a  vagrant  presents  himself  again  for 
admission,  the  policemen  turn  round  upon  him,  and  it  may  be  that  he  will  be 


committed  for  vagrancy. 


3403.  Instead 
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3403.  Instead  of  relieving  him  he  runs  the  chance  of  being  committed  to    Mr.  U^.  R.  F&ni. 
prison  ? — Yes.  

3404.  That  has  a  sanitary  effect? — Yes,  in  stopping  vagrancy.     I   do  not      «6  June  i860, 
know  that  any  commitments  for  vagmncy  have  of  late  taken  place. 

3405.  The  vagrants  discover  that  such  is  the  system,  and  they  keep  out  of  the 
way  ? — Yes. 

3406.  If  vajjrancy  was  properly  dealt  with,  stringently,  is  it  your  opinion  that 
it  would  not  increase,  or  arise  from  abolishing  the  power  of  removal  ? — No ;  I 
do  not  think  that  vagrancy  would  increase,  nay,  rather  diminish,  supposing  that  it 
was  to  be  managed  properly  ;  if  it  was  managed  as  it  is  in  our  union  I  think  there 
is  a  tendency  for  it  to  diminish. 

3407.  If  labourers  were  allowed  to  go  about  freely  to  get  work,  do  you  think 
they  would  go  about  as  vagrants  ? — I  do  not  think  that  the  class  of  vagrants  that 
comes  into  our  union  are  men  really  in  search  of  labour;  I  believe  there  are  few 
of  those ;  the  vagrants  are  a  class  who  are  thoroughly  in  the  habit  of  going  about 
from  place  to  place,  and  living  by  vagrancy,  or  at  least  the  class  of  vagrants  that 
we  have  are  such. 

3408.  The  present  Poor  Laws  have  no  effect  upon  that,  one  way  or  the  other? 
— Very  little. 

3409.  In  your  opinion,  any  change  in  the  law  of  removal  would  not  have  any 
effect  upon  the  class  of  vagrants,  one  way  or  the  other  ? — No.  We  considered  that 
vagrants  may  become  chargeable  from  sickness ;  that  may  arise  anywhere,  as  a 
matter  of  course  ;  we  rarely  ever  take  out  an  order  of  removal  for  them ;  the 
moment  they  are  removable  we  take  them  into  the  workhouse,  and  on  being  re- 
stored, and  certified  by  the  medical  officer,  they  are  discharged  from  the  workhouse. 

3410.  They  take  themselves  off? — Yes. 

3411.  Do  you  think  that  vagrancy  can  only  be  repressed  by  penal  treatment? 
— 1  would  not  exactly  go  to  that  extent,  to  say  that  it  could  not  be  repressed  by 
other  means ;  but  I  think  it  would  have  a  salutary  effect  in  repressing  it. 

341 2.  Chairman.']  Upon  what  fund  is  the  relief  of  vagrants  charged  ? — Upon 
the  common  fund  of  the  district. 

3413.  Are  all  the  casual  poor  chargeable  upon  the  common  fund.^ — ^Yes. 

3414.  Mr.  Dorf^on.]  Are  you  in  favour  of  abolishing  settlement  r — Yes.  So  far 
as  my  experience  goes,  I  think  it  would  be  better  if  there  was  a  re-valuation  made 
throughout  the  union,  and  that  the  whole  of  the  parishes  contribute  to  the  main- 
tenance of  the  poor  in  the  district,  according  to  that  valuation. 

3415.  Are  you  for  abolishing  settlement  altogether,  so  that  any  man  who 
became  chargeable  should  be  relieved,  at  the  expense  of  the  union,  wherever  he 
happens  to  be  ? — ^Decidedly ;  I  think  it  would  operate  better  than  by  settlement ; 
I  would  let  all  the  poor  in  a  union  be  relieved  by  that  union,  as  long  as  they 
remained  within  its  boundaries;  but  the  moment  they  went  into  the  next 
union,  I  would  take  them  off,  and  let  the  next  union  take  the  burden  of  their 
maintenance. 

3416.  Mr.  Barrow.^  The  abolition  of  the  power  of  removal  would  depend 
upon  the  union  rating,  would  it  not? — ^Yes;  unquestionably 

3417.  And  you  would  fix  no  period  which  should  prevent  the  removal  of  a 
party,  so  that  if  he  chose  to  beg  in  one  union  one  day,  you  would  relieve  him  in 
that  union,  and  in  another,  the  next  ?«^ Yes;  I  think  that  in  an  agricultural  dis- 
trict, amongst  the  generally  settled  labourers  of  a  district,  it  would  be  found  to 
operate  better ;  I  do  not  think  it  would  have  a  tendency  to  increase  the  class  of 
vagrants  ;  that  is,  the  class  of  vagrants  going  about  from  place  to  place. 

3418.  You  do  not  think  that  the  tramps  are  really  in  search  of  labour  ? — ^No; 
they  are  not  of  that  class. 

3419.  Mr.  Knight.']  How  has  the  Poor  Law  Amendment  Act  generally  worked 
in  the  Louth  union  ;  has  it  tended  to  increase  or  decrease  the  rates? — I  do  not 
think  that  the  Act  itself  has  worked  badly,  so  far  as  it  has  gone ;  but  it  has  not 
gone  far  enough  to  meet  the  views  of  the  guardians.  With  regard  to  its  effect 
in  Louth,  its  tendency  has  been  to  increase  the  rates  rather  than  otherwise, 
which  is  a  large  parisn,  from  the  circumstances  I  have  previously  named. 

3420.  Are  you  paying  more  or  less  than  you  did  ? — More  now  than  30  years 
ago,  I  think. 

3421.  Chairman.']  More  in  the  pound,  upon  the  properly? — I  cannot  answer 
that  question. 

3422.  Mr.  KnighU]  Taking  the  last  ten  years,  are  you  paying  more  or  less 
0.95-  Z  than 
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Mr.  W.  R.  FUnt.   ^^^^  V^^  ^'^>  '"  ^^^  pound? — I  believe,  as  far  back  as  ten  years  s^o^  the  rate  was 
*  25.  2  d. ;  it  may  have  been  i  ^.  lod.  to  2  s, ;  now  it  is  i  s.  8^.,  although  there  is 

96  June  t86o.     the  addition  of  a  new  cemetery  rate  and  a  new  borough  rate. 

3423.  If  a  roan  bought  or  inherited  property  ten  years  ago,  he  is  now  in  an 
improved  position  with  regard  to  rates ;  he  pays  less  rate  than  he  formerly  did  ? 
— Not  in  many  instances,  especially  in  Louth.  I  know  houses  that  have  cost  a 
very  considerable  sum  to  rear  them,  tliat  were  letting  for  16  /.  a  year,  and  now  let 
for  9  /. 

3424.  There  has  been  a  reduction  in  the  value  of  houses? — Yes,  a  very  con- 
sideriible  one  in  some  situations. 

3425.  How  can  there  have  been  a  reduction  in  the  value  of  house  property, 
when  there  is  an  immense  increase  in  the  real  value;  in  1850,  the  real  value  was 
16,000  L  ;  in  1853,  >^  ^^s  53,000  L'i — Yes;  there  has  been  a  very  great  iucrease 
of  bouses  in  a  few  yeai-s ;  the  town  has  extended  itself  to  at  least  double  the  size, 
and  consequently  the  aggregate  value  of  property  would  be  increased  in  propor- 
tion ;  at  the  same  time,  there  are  certain  portions  of  the  property  which  have 
depreciated  in  value  very  much. 

3426*  What  sort  of  properly  is  that?— House  property. 

3427.  Has  not  this  great  increase  been  chiefly  in  house  property? — ^Yes;  but 
still  there  are  some  kinds  of  house  properly,  the  value  of  which  has  really  been 
reduced. 

3428.  What  kind  of  house  property  r — The  better  class  of  bouse  property. 
New  houses  have  been  built  in  better  situations;  new  streets  formed;  and  older 
property,  formerly  considered  a  good  investment,  is  now  depreciated  in  value. 

3429.  Suppose  you  had  100  acres  in  Louth  ten  years  ago,  and  100  acres  now, 
would  they  be  worth  more  or  less  now  tlian  they  were? — I  think  they  would  be 
worth  more. 

3430.  And  you  would  pay  a  smaller  rate  in  the  pound  ?— No,  not  a  smaller 
rate  in  the  pound. 

3431 .  But  for  the  support  of  the  poor  ? — ^Yes  ;  perhaps  it  might  be  slightly  less, 
taking  it  ten  years  ago. 

3432.  Then  you  have  nothing  else  to  complain  of.  You  have  not  lost  anything. 
You  only  complain  of  the  inequality,  and  you  say  that  other  people  are  in  a  better 
condition.  It  is  not  that  they  have  wronged  you,  and  made  you  pay  more  than 
vou  ought  to  pay,  but  they  pay  less  than  you  do.  How  do  you  make  out  a  case 
of  injustice  r — With  regard  to  the  increase  of  rates,  you  went  30  years  back,  and 
then  you  limited  ii  to  ten. 

3433.  I  will  go  30  years  back  first  ? — As  to  the  rates  then  as  compared  with 
now,  1  believe  the  rates  are  higlier  than  they  were  then,  because  there  were  not 
so  many  poor  to  maintain ;  consequently  the  rales  would  be  lower.  Ttie  rates,  I 
have  heard,  have  been  \  s.  6d.  in  the  pound,  and  perhaps  less  than  that. 

3434.  Mr.  DodsonJ]  You  complain  that  some  of  the  parishes  throw  upon  Louth 
the  whole  burden  of  supporting  their  poor  ? — Yts ;  I  do  not  know  that  they  really 
throw  the  burden  so,  but  such  is  the  operation  of  the  Act,  that  some  parishes 
escape  altogether  from  contributing  to  the  maintenance  of  the  poor,  chargeable  to 
the  common  fund  of  the  union,  while  the  parish  of  Louth  has  to  support  a  very 
large  proportion  of  them. 

3435-  You  complain  of  that  inequality  ? — ^Yes. 

3456.  But  that  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  question  of  whether  property  has 
increased  or  decreased  in  value  within  the  last  20  years  ? — Perhaps  not. 

3437.  Mr.  Barrow.']  Your  complaint  is,  that  the  value  of  property  having 
increased,  and  the  poor  law  being  better  administered,  the  rate  may  have 
diminished  to  a  small  degree  in  Louth ;  but  it  has  diminished  in  a  much  greater 
degree  in  some  of  the  adjoining  parishes,  in  consequence  of  a  portion  of  the  poor 
in  those  parishes  being  now  maintained  by  Louth  ? — Unquestionably  ;  that  is  the 
effect  produced  by  the  existing  law. 

3438.  And  those  parishes  pay  nothing,  while  Louth  is  paying  a  heavy  rate? — 
Yes.   • 

3439.  Conaequently,  although  that  heavy  rate  is  not  greater  than  it  was  10 
years  ago,  you  have  not  had  the  benefit  of  the  change,  which  the  other  parishes 
have  had  ? — Not  to  the  same  extent. 

3440.  Mr.  Knight.']  But  you  have  had  a  greater  increase  of  real  vs^lue  than 
those  parishes  have  had ;  and  therefore  you  have  had  a  compensation  for  that, 
supposing  that  those  parishes  have  not  increased  in  value  so  much  as  Louth  ? — 
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Louth  is  not  in  the  same  flourishing  condition  now  that  it  was,  say  15  or  20    Mr.  ir,  R.  jg^i^. 
years  ago.  *  _^-____ 

3441.  Chairman^]  Notwithstanding  the  number  of  paupers  that  you  have  got?      26  Jime  iWki. 
—  No  ;  ihe  railway  has  operated  rather  unfavourably  to  Louth  in  some  respects. 

3442.  I  presume  that  there  are  no  shops  in  these  small  parishes?— I  think 
scarcely  any. 

3443.  And  the  labourers  bring  their  money  into  Louth  and  spend  it? — Yes, 
they  do.  Supposing  there  were  shops  m  some  of  these  parishes,  the  probability 
18,  nay,  the  certainty  almost,  that  they  would  get  their  su{J|)lies  from  Louth ; 
so  that,  even  if  there  were  shops  in  those  parishes,  in  every  one  of  them,  still  the 
profit  arising  out  of  supplying  those  shops  would  come  to  Louth,  as  it  now 
does. 

3444.  If  it  were  the  ca^e  that  an  accumulation  of  paupers  vvas  a  source  of 
wealth  to  a  place,  do  you  not  suppose  that  some  of  these  parishes  would  discover 
it,  and  tl)at  upon  the  whole  they  would  rather  attract  the  poor  than  pull  down 
their  cottages  in  order  to  keep  them  out  ?—  Yes. 

3445.  As  far  as  I  understand  you,  as  to  the  Irish  who  are  resident  in  Louth, 
there  are  whole  families  there,  or  do  they  pass  away,  and  others  come  in  their 
place  ? — ^They  are  pretty  regular  residents  in  the  paribh  of  Louth— the  Irish  poor; 
they  find  labour  generally  to  be  had  at  all  seasons  of  the  year,  that  is  to  say,  if 
the  weather  will  permit,  and  they  are  generally  residents  in  the  town.  There  are 
some  Irish  who  were  in  the  town  when  I  first  came  to  it,  and  they  are  likely 
enough  to  remain  for  years  to  come. 

3446.  There  have  been  two  or  three  generations  of  them  ?  —In  some  instances, 
no  doubt  there  has  been. 

Mr.  John  Lumby,  called  in ;  and  Examined. 

3447.  Chairman.']  WHAT  are  you? — I  am  Relieving  Officer  of  Aston  Union,   Mr.  John  LmiUf^. 
near  Birmingham.  

3448.  Which  is  your  Union? — Tlie  Aston  Union  ;  Aston  parish  is  part  within 
the  borough  of  Birmingham  and  part  without;  we  have  four  agricultural  parishes 
besides. 

3449.  How  many  parishes  are  there  besides  the  agricultural  parishes  ?— One  ; 
Aston  is  partly  agricultural  and  partly  manufacturing;  there  are  five  altogeiher, 
which  contain  an  area  of  29,960  acres,  and  the  population,  in  1851,  was  66,851. 
I  suppose  it  is  now  nearly  80,000. 

3450.  Mr.  Knight.]  It  is  one  of  the  lightest  rated  unions  in  the  Midland 
Counties  ? — Yes. 

34.51.  Chairman.]  You  are  relieving  officer  for  one  district  ?-- For  the  whole 
union.     I  have  no  assistant ;  no  one  but  myself. 

3452.  But  it  is  not  beyond  your  power? — Certainly  not. 

3453.  Have  we  been  correctly  informed,  that  you  do  not  remove  persons  from 
Aston? — I  have  been  there  for  14  years,  and  there  has  been  but  one  case  of 
removal  since  I  have  been  there. 

3454.  Is  that  the  result  of  any  system  that  you  pursue? — It  is  only  by  carrying 
out  the  orders  of  the  Poor  Law  Commissioners  ;  whether  removals  were  abolished 
or  not,  matters  but  little. 

3455.  To  what  orders  do  you  refer? — ^To  the  prohibitory  order,  and  the 
general  orders  of  the  Commissioners  j  the  general  consolidated  orders,  and  the 
prohibitory  order. 

3456.  Which  order  applies  to  the  non-removal  of  the  paupers  who  become 
chargeable? — Any  person  that  becomes  chargeable  to  us,  suppose  they  are  sick, 
whether  they  belong  to  us  or  not,  they  are  relieved.  Of  course,  every  particular 
is  taken  dov\n  if  they  are  removable,  and  as  soon  as  the  sickness  ceases,  by  an 
order  of  the  Poor  Law  Commissioners,  they  are  offered  the  workhouse,  but  they 
generally  remove  themselves. 

3457.  You  refer  perhaps  to  the  prohibitory  order  ? — Yes  ;  the  guardians  state 
whether  they  have  tlie  power  or  not  to  relieve  them,  and  if  they  find  that  they  da 
not  belong  there,  then  the  prohibitory  order  is  put  in  force ;  generally  they  refuse 
the  oflTer,  and  they  go,  and  we  hear  no  more  of  them. 

3458.  How  long,  do  you  say,  have  you  been  acting  in  Aston? — Fourteen  years. 

3459.  Will  you  give  the  Committee  shortly  an  account  of  the  state  of  the 
0.95.  2  2  pauperism 
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Vlt.  John  Lumhy.   pauperism  in  Aston  under  this  peculiar  system  ?— When  I  was  elected  in  1846, 

— my  first  relief  check,  I  think,  was  for  38/.  in  money,  and  about  8/.  or   9/.  in 

26  June  i860,      bread:  about  48/.,  probably,  for  the  week;  that  was  the  whole  expenditure;   it 
is  now  reduced  to  about  20  /.  a  week. 

3460.  Is  there  any  other  peculiarity  in  your  system  that  you  have  to  mention  ? 
— No. 

3461.  Can  you  state  how  many  are  irremovable,  and  whether  you  have  had  a 
great  increase  of  chargeable  poor  under  that  Act? — We  have  not.  I  have  here 
a  list  of  the  out-do5r  relief  for  the  half-year  ending  March  1 856,  for  the  parish 
of  Aston;  the  outdoor  relief  was  406/.  5  s.  ujrf.,  exclusive  of  the  irremovable; 
for  the  irremovable  poor,  it  was  343/.  17^.  lOjrf.,  makinj?  together  between 
700 /.  and  800 /.  fur  the  half-year.  This  is  exclusive  of  maintenance  of  lunatics 
in  asylums,  which  was  at  that  time  405/.  o^.  3^^.,  and  for  the  half-year  ending 
25th  March  i860,  for  the  whole  union,  was  535  /.  105.  ^d. 

3462.  What  have  you  got  put  down  for  in-door  rdief?— For  in-maintenanceit 
was  425  /.  15*.  9 J  d. 

3463.  Is  that  exclusive  of  the  irremovable  ? — ^Yes. 

3464.  You  have  the  irremovable  in  the  workhouse,  perhaps  ?— That  would  be 
exclusive  of  the  irremovable  in  the  workhouse. 

3465.  Have  you  not  had  an  increase  of  population  since  1 846  ?^The  increase 
in  the  population  since  1851  would  be  somewhere  about  15,000. 

3466.  But  since  1846? — It  might  be,  since  1846,  better  than  20,000. 

3467.  What  was  the  population  when  you  first  came  there  ? — The  last  census 
was  in  1851  ;  I  have  not  got  it  for  1841.    Populatian  in  1841  was  50,928. 

3468.  When  you  speak  of  the  number,  exclusive  of  the  irremovable,  does  that 
mean  those  settled  at  Aston? — Yes,  they  are  irremovable  from  us  in  consequence 
of  sickness. 

3469.  You  spoke  of  the  out-door  relief  given  to  those  who  were  not  irremovable? 
— ^That  was  the  406/.  5*.  wid. 

3470.  Are  they  settled  ? — ^They  are  supposed  to  be  settled. 

3471*  1  suppose  you  would  say  that  the  343/.  was  an  expense  consequent  upon 
this  Act?— Yes. 

3472.  Do  you  know  how  many  you  have  lost  that  were  settled,  or  are  settled, 
in  Aston,  but  are  irremovable  in  other  places? — ^They  are  very  much  decreased  at 
the  present  time.  I  can  state  that  our  out-door  relief,  for  the  half-year  ending 
September  1848,  was  1,338/.  8*.  sd.;  for  the  half-year  ending  March  i860,  it 
^^  579'-  6^.  7J^. ;  it  was  reduced  to  that. 

3473*  You  do  not  find  the  irremovable  increase  ? — No. 

3474.  Do  you  ascribe  that  to  anything  in  your  system  ? — It  is  by  carrying  out 
the  orders  of  the  Commissioners.  Birmingham  gives  relief  to  the  able-bodied ; 
Birmingham  is  not  under  the  Poor  Law,  but  under  a  local  Act  of  its  own,  and 
it  is  a  very  bad  one. 

3475.  Do  you  ascribe  the  fact  of  the  population  increasing,  and  the  rates 
diminishing,  to  the  poor  perhaps  leaving  Aston,  and  going  to  Birmingham? — 
Probably  it  may  be,  in  one  sense,  because  Birmingham  has  a  very  lax  system  in 
giving  relief;  the  cases  are  not  investigated  or  visited  as  they  are  at  Aston  ;  if 
they  were  under  the  Poor  Law,  and  the  cases  were  visited  and  attended  to  in  the 
same  way  as  at  Aston,  they  would  decrease  in  as  great  a  ratio  as  Aston. 

3476.  You  mean  that  you  apply  rigorously  the  directions  of  the  Poor  Law 
Board  in  prohibiting  out-door  relief  to  those  who  apply  ? — Yes ;  the  probability  is, 
I  think  I  am  correct,  that  they  do  not  visit  their  cases  and  examine  into  them 
as  in  Aston ;  for  instance,  when  these  people  make  an  application  to  me,  I 
take  the  particulars  down  before  any  relief  is  given,  in  the  house,  or  out  of 
it,  and  the  parties  are  visited,  unless  it  is  a  very  severe  case  of  illness,  and  urgent 
necessity ;  then  I  transfer  them  to  our  clerk,  who  is  also  assistant  overseer,  and 
he  takes  down  the  particulars  as  well  as  I  do.  We  then  examine  our  papers 
together,  and  I  go  and  inquire  on  the  spot,  and  it  is  by  that  means  that  we 
reduce  the  number  of  our  poor.  That  system  is  not  carried  out  in  Birminghami 
and  consequently,  where  they  can  have  relief  without  difficulty  they  go. 

3477.  Are  you  satisfied  that  cases  of  hardship  do  not  arise  under  your  system  ? 
—  I  am  not  aware  of  any. 

3478.  Could  you  carry  out  your  system  further,  or  in  a  large  parish  like 
Birmingham  ? — No  doubt  of  it. 

3479.  You  do  not  think  that  there  is  any  cruelty  in  it,  hut  that  it  only  puts  a 
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check  upon  imposture  ? — No ;    our  poor  are  more  liberally  relieved  than    in   Mr.  John  Lwtiby. 

Birminghanr).     We  give  more  relief  where  there  is  a  large  family ;  they  relieve       . 

more  where  there  is  a  small  family.  26  June  i860. 

3480.  What  is  your  opinion  as  to  the  policy  of  removing  the  poor? — As  to  the 
policy  of  it,  whether  it  is  abolished  or  not,  if  the  Poor  Law  orders  are  carried  out 
properly^  it  matters,  I  think,  but  little  whether  the  Act  of  removal  still  continues 
or  is  repealed.  I  believe  that  a  proper  labour  test  applied  to  every  person  who 
is  determined  to  be  a  burden  upon  the  rates,  and  the  prohibitory  order  of  the 
Poor  Law  Board,  would  so  far  diminish  it  that  it  would  matter  but  little  whether 
the  law  of  settlement  was  carried  out  or  not. 

3481.  You  think  that,  with  the  labour  test  and  the  workhouse,  you  could 
really  ful6l  the  original  undertaking  of  the  law  ;  that  is,  save  people  from  starving, 
and  sufficiently  prevent  imposture? — I  think  so. 

3482.  Do  you  think  that  pauperism  is  rather  produced  by  the  bad  habits  of 
the  people  than  by  the  circumstances  of  the  country  ? — I  think  by  bad  habits 
and  by  intemperance,  and  if  there  could  be  an  alteration  of  the  beerhouse 
system,  we  should  have  a  great  decrease  in  pauperism  ;  it  is  the  great  curse  of 
the  country,  for  there  is  not  that  investigation  which  the  magistrates  make  in 
the  case  of  licensed  houses.  I  think  they  ought  to  have  the  means  of  granting 
licenses  instead  of  as  under  the  present  system  ;  any  person  can  come ;  for 
instance,  say  a  large  establishment,  a  foreman  who  has  got  a  few  pounds  goes  and 
sets  up  a  beerhouse,  and  he  encourages  his  mates  to  follow  him;  that  is  a  very 
great  curse  in  Aston. 

3483.  But,  does  not  pauperism  spring  rather  from  demoralisation  than  from 
necessity  ?  —No  doubt  of  it. 

3484.  You  would  admit  that  the  people  in  Aston,  as  well  as  in  Birmingham, 
have  become  very  much  improved  of  late  years? — Yes. 

3485.  And  they  are  improving  ? — Yes  ;  they  are. 

3486.  Do  you  find  that  persons  from  the  agricultural  parishes  come  into  Aston, 
and  acquire  irremovability  r — Not  in  our  union  ;  we  have  but  little  of  that. 

3487.  You  have  four  agricultural  parishes?— Yes ;  and  there  is  full  employ- 
ment for  the  labouring  poor ;  I  believe  every  house  is  occupied^  and  wherever  ^ 
they  are  well  conducted  people,  they  are  fully  employed. 

3488.  Is  there  not  something  in  a  lax  system  of  giving  relief  that  makes  people 
less  cautious  7 — Yes  ;  no  doubt  of  it ;  it  makes  them  less  careful^  and  there  is 
always  a  great  increase  of  pauperism. 

3489.  Have  you  been  connected  with  the  administration  of  the  Poor  Law  else- 
where ? — I  was  clerk  to  the  late  clerk  of  the  Gainsborough  Union,  from  1839 
to  1 846,  in  Lincolnshire. 

3490.  Have  you  any  Irish  in  Aston? — A  great  many. 

3491.  Do  you  never  remove  them? — There  has  been  only  one  case  of  a  man 
with  two  little  children ;  he  felt  desirous  to  go  to  Ireland,  and  I  took  him  to 
Liverpool. 

3492.  Sir  W.  Miles.']  That  was  by  his  own  desire  ? — ^Yes. 

3493.  'Chairman.]  You  have  Irish,  I  suppose,  who  are  relieved? — A  great 
many  at  times ;  but  we  have  but  few  on  the  books  now. 

3494.  What  is  the  course  you  pursue  when  they  apply  for  relief;  do  you  not 
remove  them  because  the  expense  is  so  great  ? — No ;  if  they  are  sick,  the  Board 
relieves  them  till  their  sickness  comes  to  an  end,  and  then  they  offer  them  the 
workhouse,  according  to  the  prohibitory  order  of  the  Poor  Law  Commissioners ; 
the  guardians  state]  that  they  have  no  alternative ;  we  let  them  know  that  they 
can  be  removed. 

3495.  Do  you  find  that  that  has  any  effect  upon  them  ? — A  very  great  effect. 

3496.  What  is  the  effect  that  is  produced  ;  suppose  the  case  of  a  man  with  a 
family  ? — He  goes  and  seeks  for  work. 

3497.  Does  he  go  into  Birmingham  ?— I  cannot  say  ;  but  he  goes  somewhere. 

3498.  Suppose  the  power  of  removal  was  abolished,  have  you  such  confidence 
in  the  labour  test  and  the  workhouse  test,  that  you  would  not  be  afraid  of  an  influx 
of  Irish  ?— We  have  no  labour  test,  it  is  merely  grinding  corn  ;  that  is  all  the  test 
we  have  in  the  workhouse;  it  is  no  proper  labour  test;  but  we  have  no  able* 
bodied  in  the  house,  consequently  we  may  say  that  we  have  a  test,  and  that  we 
have  not  a  test. 

3499.  Sir  tV.  Miles.']  Is  that  the  vagrant  test  ? — Yes ;  they  have  to  grind  so 
much  corn  in  the  morning  before  they  have  their  breakfast 
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Mt.  John  Lumby.       35^^'  Chairman.']  I  presume  that  Aston  is  under  the  same  circumstances  as 

Birtningham  ;  and  there  have  been  great  fluctuations  in  the  condition  of  things  in 

t6  June  iMo.  that  district;  do  you  think  that  your  system  would  stand  the  test  when  the  poor 
were  thrown  out  of  employment  because  trade  was  bad  ? — I  have  a  report  here  by 
Mr.  Weale  to  the  Poor  Law  Boards  dated  the  i8th  of  January  1856, 

3501.  Was  that  a  time  of  distress?  -Ves;  I  suppose  that  was  when  there  was 
a  very  severe  frost,  and  we  had  a  great  many  Irish  thrown  upon  us  in  consequence 
of  that  frost,  such  as  brickyard  men  ;  and  the  guardians  authorised  so  much  of  meal 
and  bread  to  be  given  to  them,  and  rice,  according  to  the  number  in  a  family, 
and  they  were  so  relieved  until  the  frost  broke  up,  and  they  resumed  their  work. 

3502.  You  cannot  apply  the  same  system  when  trade  is  bad ;  I  suppose  you 
exercise  some  discretion? — Supposing  that  such  a  case  was  to  arise,  they  would 
appeal  to  the  Poor  Law  Board  lor  a  proper  labour  test  order,  so  that  men  could  be 
set  to  the  breaking  of  stones;  we  found  very  great  evil  in  giving  relief  in  that 
kind  of  way ;  we  were  obliged  to  relieve  them  almost  indiscriminately, 

3503.  You  cannot  do  that  now,  having  adopted  the  prohibitory  order,  without 
application  to  the  Poor  Law  Board  ?— No  ;  if  that  was  the  case,  they  would  have 
to  report  to  the  Poor  Law  Board  for  confirmation  within  15  days. 

3504.  There  are  periods  when  you  cannot  apply  this  rigid  system,  because  the 
poor  are  thro^^n  out  of  employment  in  such  great  numbers,  and  their  distress  is 
real  ? — There  has  only  been  that  instance  during  the  time  I  have  been  relieving 
officer  of  this  union ;  and,  supposing  such  to  be  the  case,  then  the  Board  would 
immediately  apply  to  the  Commissioners,  who  no  doubt  would  give  then)  a  labour* 
test  order. 

3505.  In  ordinary  circumstances,  you  are  satisfied  that  you  can  apply  this 
system  ? — I  think  there  is  no  doubt  of  it. 

3506.  How  many  persons  will  your  workhouse  hold?-— It  is  appropriated  for 
360;  it  would  hold  700 ;  there  are  from  97  to  100  now. 

3507.  Sir  W.  Miles.']  Having  given  relief,  during  1856,  to  persons  who  were 
throw  n  out  cf  work,  without  subjecting  them  to  a  labour  test,  can  you,  by  referring 
to  Mr.  Weale*s  report,  show  the  difference  between  the  course  you  purbued  towards 
the  paupers,  and  the  course  that  was  pursued  by  the  overseers  at  Birmingham  ?— 
Mr.  Weale's  report  runs  in  this  way  :  *^  I  know  of  no  other  cause  than  a  more 
efiSective  system  of  management  to  whioh  can  be  attributed  the  difference  that 
must  present  itself  to  your  notice.  Of  this,  however^  I  feel  assured  that  this 
contrast  is  not  the  effect  of  an  oppressive  system,  but,  I  am  induced  to  believe, 
frou)  an  examination  of  the  last  table  (to  which  I  beg  leave  to  call  your  attention), 
that  the  strict  investigation  to  which  the  different  appeals  for  relief  are  now  sub- 
jected, has  prevented  many  fraudulent  applications  from  being  made,  and  what  is 
more  gratifying,  I  am  led  to  hope,  that  those  habits  of  provident  care  and  fore- 
thought which  the  Poor  Law  Amendment  Act  was  intended  to  engender  have 
been  realised  in  some  degree." 

3508.  Can  you  state  the  amount  that  you  paid  in  1856,  in  affording  relief 
without  applying  any  labour  test  whatever?— I  think  the  amount  for  relief  was 
not  more  than  200/.  or  300  L 

3509.  Did  you  not  find  that  titere  was  some  difficulty  in  getting  rid  of  the 
poor,  from  not  applying  either  the  workhouse  test  or  the  labour  test  ? — We  found 
great  difficulty  in  getting  rid  of  them. 

3510.  If  you  had  done  so,  less  would  have  been  expended?  —Yes,  no  doubt» 

3511.  Do  you  wish  to  make  a  comparison  between  what  was  done  at  Blr- 
mingliam  and  what  was  dcme  by  you  at  Aston?— At  Birmingham  they  gave 
almost  indiscriminate  relief;  although  they  had  a  labour  test,  many  of  their 
jiuardians  considered  it  better  to  relieve  without  investigation,  and  the  const quence 
was  that  many  of  the  men  threatened  the  lives  of  those  who  superintended  iheni, 
and  therefore  they  were  almost  obliged  to  relieve  them  as  they  wished. 

3512.  In  what  you  call  the  manufacturing  part  of  Aston,  are  the  same  kind  of 
manufactures  carried  on  as  in  Birmingham  ? — Yes ;  and  that  no  violence  was 
threatened  to  our  officers^  but  there  was  violence  threatened  at  Birmingham. 

35 '3-  Where  the  system  was  more  lax  ?— Yes. 

35  U-  You  attribute  that  to  the  strict  method  in  which,  generally  speakings 
and  except  on  one  occasion,  you  have  carried  on  the  Poor  Laws  ? —  Yes,  1  do. 

3515.  Are  there  many  provident  societies  at  Aston  ? — There  are  several  in  our 
union,  although  we  have  a  supporting  dispensary  and  institutions  for  the  poor 
classes  who  can  receive  medical  attendance  for  three  weeka  for  ^s.  6d. 

3516.  Isuppo6e 
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3516.  I  suppose  the  rich  provide  a  certain  fund,  and  then  the  poor  subscribe  Ur.  John  tamb^. 
what  they  are  able  ?— I  am  not  aware  that  the  rich  subscribe  to  that  institution  ;  ^^^* 
I  think  it  supports  itself.                                                                                                 '      ^6  June  i8«k). 

3517.  Have  you  observed  a  very  great  alteration  in  the  habits  of  the  poor  at 
Afiton  within  the  last  10  years? — I  have  seen  a  very  great  alteration. 

3518.  Are  they  more  provident? — Ye». 

3519.  Less  addicted  to  drunkenness? — Yes. 

3520.  And  altogether  in  a  better  state? — Yes. 

3521.  They  are  able  to  support  themselves  by  their  own  industry  better  than 
they  were  in  former  times  ? — There  is  no  doubt  of  it. 

3522.  Chairman.]  I  suppose  that  schools  are  established,  and  more  attention 
18  paid  to  education  and  to  their  moral  condition  than  formerly  ? — Yes ;  when- 
ever the  poor  law  is  strictly  carried  out,  I  believe  it  will  not  only  improve  the 
morals  of  the  peo[)le,  but  increase  their  independence. 

3523.  I  suppose,  when  the  law  is  applied  strictly,  a  relieving  officer  can  under- 
take a  much  larger  district  ? — Yes. 

3524.  You  would  not  be  afraid  that  if  districts  were  extended,  fbey  would  be 
beyond  the  power  of  the  relieving  officer  ? — Certainly  not ;  I  think  the  fewer 
officers  the  better. 

3525.  Could  you  undertake  a  larger  district? — Not  with  the  population;  I 
could  not  do  it  satisfactorily. 

3526.  How  many  relieving  officers  are  theie  at  Birmingham? — I  think  alto- 
gether about  eight  or  ten.  There  are  six  relieving  officers,  and  I  think  they  have 
assistants ;  there  is  a  pay  clerk,  and  so  on ;  the  area  of  Birmingham  is  about 
2,876  acres,  and  their  population  in  185 1  was  173,832;  ours  is  nearly  80,000 
of  population,  and  30,000  acres. 

3.527.  Can  you  state  the  difference  of  the  rate  in  the  pound  for  the  auppott 
of  the  poor  in  both  districts  ? — ^The  average  rates  for  tlie  ten  years,  prior  to 
the  union  being  formed,  collected  by  the  orerseew  in  the  parish  of  Aston, 
was  8,715/.,  <>r  5  8.  2d.  per  head  on  the  population;  that  was  prior  to  the  union 
being  formed  :  ten  years  after  the  union  was  made  it  was  5,26j/.,  or  2^  2rf. 
per  head:  upon  the  population  for  the  year  ending  Lady-day  i860  it  was 
deduced  to  3,987  /.  6  s.  jd. 

3528.  How  much  is  thai  in  the  pound,  or  according  to  the  population  ?— 
1^.  2d.  per  head  on  ihe  population 

3529.  You  are  excluding  the  four  agricultural  parishes  when  you  speak  of  the 
parish  of  Aston  ? — ^Yes. 

3530.  What  do  those  agricultural  parishes  pay  in  the  pound  ? — ^Ten-pence,  or 
from  that  to  a  shilling,  which  includes  county  rate,  lunatic  asylums,  and  police. 

3531.  Mr.  Barrow.]  If  the  Aston  rate  is  2  8.  2d.  per  head,  what  is  that  in  the 
pound  ?— Seven-pence  halfpenny  in  the  pound. 

3532.  Sir  fV.  Miles.']  Does  that  7  jrf.  include  all  your  county  charges  ? — There 
is  a  county  rate  in  addition,  at  5^.  in  the  pound,  which  extends  over  a  period  of 
16  months. 

3533.  Mr.  Ayrtan.]  What  is  the  rate  in  Birmingham? — I  think  it  averages  2^. 

3534.  Chairman.]  I  suppose  the  agricultural  labourers  live  in  Aston  who  work 
in  those  parishes  you  have  spoken  of? — No  ;  I  think  they  live  generally  throughout 
the  union.  There  is  not  a  house  in  Sutton  to  be  had :  all  the  labourers  there 
are  employed.     There  is  between  4,000  and  5,000  of  population. 

3535-  Ohairman.]  1  suppose  there  are  several  proprietors  in  those  parishes  ?  — 
Yes. 

3536.  Sir  W.  Miles.]   What  is  the  extent  of  the  population  of  the  different 
parishes  attached  to  Aston  Union  ?— Sutton  has  about  4,000  or  5,000.     I  do  not  ' 
know  the  number  in  the  smaller  parishes  ;  perhaps  not  above  100  or  150. 

3537.  How  do  you  account  for  their  rates  being  so  much  higher  than  in  Aston  j 
yon  pay  the  same  county  rates,  do  you  not  r — I  cannot  say ;  the  rateable  value  of 
the  property  mii^ht  not  be  what  it  ought  to  be  ;  they  have  just  had  a  re-valuation 
in  Sutton,  and  consequently  I  cannot  say  what  it  may  be  in  future ;  but,  with 
regard  to  the  poor  there,  the  poor  are  very  much  reduced. 

3538.  Chairman.]  Do  you  observe  any  inequality  in  the  charge  upon  the 
common  fund  in  those  parishes  in  Aston? — Not  at  all. 

3539-  The  charge  upon  the  common  fund  would  fall  heavy  on  Aston,  would  it 
not  ? — Not  at  all ;  it  falls  equally  upon  all  of  them,  according  to  their  averages. 
0.95-  Z4  3540.  Mr. 
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Mr.  John  Lumby.       3540.  Mr.  Barvow.]    Are  the  charges  made  upon  all  of  them  according  to 

their  averages  ? — Yes. 

fi6Junei8Go.  3541.  The  Aston  poor-rate  has  diminished;  is  not  that  mainly  owing  to  the 
fact  that  Aston  has  increased  in  population  very  rapidly  recently;  and,  conse- 
quently,  the  averages  taken  of  the  old  pauperism  would  be  smaller  in  proportion 
to  its  increased  value?— Aston  has  not  only  increased  in  population,  but  in 
wealth. 

3542.  Since  the  introduction  of  the  new  Poor  Law  ? — Yes. 

3543.  Consequently  the  advantages  would  be  smaller  in  proportion  to  its 
increase  of  wealth  ? — ^Yes. 

3544.  That  mukes  the  proportion  that  Aston  pays  to  the  poor  less  than  the  pro- 
portion in  the  agricultural  parishes  ? — ^Yes. 

3545.  Chairman.']  When  were  the  averages  last  taken? — In  1854. 

3546.  Mr.  BatrowJ\  You  say  that  you  feel  no  difficulty  with  respect  to  abolish- 
ing the  law  of  removal ;  but  I  think  you  said  tliat^  in  dealing  with  the  paupers,  you 
gave  them  to  understand  that  you  had  the  power  of  removing  them  in  your  own 
hands  ? — Yes. 

3547.  You  make  use  of  the  law  to  that  extent ;  you  relieve  paupers  during  the 
continuance  of  their  sickness,  and  at  the  end  of  it  you  tell  theai  that  they  must  go 
to  the  workhouse  ? — Yes. 

3,548.  And  that  you  have  also  the  power,  if  you  think  fit,  to  remove  them  ? 
— Yes. 

3549.  By  abolishing  the  law  of  removal,  you  would  lose  one  item  of  your  test? 
— Yes,  quite  so. 

3550.  You  attach  no  value  to  that?— No. 

3551.  Do  )ou  think  that  the  workhouse  would  be  a  sufficient  tc^t? — Where  a 
man  knows  that  he  can  only  receive  relief  in  the  workhouse,  he  thinks  he  may 
as  well  go  and  try  to  get  a  benefit  elsewhere,  rather  than  go  into  the  workhouse. 

3552.  Having  a  very  convenient  neighbourhood  close  at  hand,  where  they  are 
not  quite  so  strict  as  you  arc  ? — Yes. 

3553-  Chairman.']  You  think  that  they  ought  to  be  as  strict  as  you  are,  and 
that  they  could  be  so  without  any  evil  resulting  ?— Yes.  I  may  mention  that  the 
editor  of  the  Birmingham  Journal,  some  little  time  ago,  stated  that  he  thought  it 
would  be  well  if  the  Birmingham  Board  of  Guardians  would  allow  the  Aston 
Board  of  Guardians  to  manage  their  business  for  them,  and  give  them  a  per- 
centage ;  and  I  believe  that  they  would  reduce  pauperism  by  examining  more  into 
the  cases. 

3554.  Is  Aston  included  in  the  borough? — A  great  portion  of  it. 

3555*  1  suppose  there  is  no  political  influence  which  affects  the  administration 
of  the  poor  law  in  Birmingham  ? — None. 

3556.  Mr,  Knight^  The  rates  are  high  in  Birmingham  compared  with  other 
parts  of  England? — ^Yes;  I  believe  they  have  been  very  much  increasing, 

3557.  Have  you  considered  whether  an  extension  of  the  area  would  be  necessary 
if  your  union  were  joined  to  Birmingham  ? — ^I  think  there  would  be  great  objection 
to  that  on  the  part  of  Aston. 

3558.  Would  not  Birmingham  like  to  be  extended  to  Aston? — No  doubt; 
unless  they  repealed  their  Act  of  Parliament,  and  they  were  put  under  the  new 
poor  law. 

3559-  I  a"^  talking  of  your  system  being  applied  to  Birmingham  ;  you  would 
not  he  afraid  of  the  result  r — Certainly  not. 

3560.  Sir  IV.  Miles.]  You  would  wish  to  get  rid  of  all  incorporations  and  all 
local  Acts,  by  which  certain  parishes  are  taken  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  poor 
law  ?— Yes ;  I  believe  that  they  are  both  an  injury  to  the  poor  and  to  the  rate- 
payers. 

3561.  Mr.  Tollemache.]  Do  you  think  that  the  people  at  Birmingham  would 
be  opposed  to  their  Act  being  repealed  ? — Yes. 

3562.  Do  you  think  they  would  object  to  being  placed  under  the  general  law  ? 
— There  have  been  several  broad  hints  given,  and  there  has  been  a  discussion 
upon  it,  and  I  believe  they  have  petitioned  to  try  to  curtail  the  power  of  the 
Poor  Law  Board. 

3563.  Chairman,]  Is  there  any  statement  which  you  wish  to  put  in  ? — I  have 
Mr.  Weale*s  report,  and  I  believe  he  made  one  twelve  or  fourteen  years 
ago. 

3564.  He  found  that  there  was  a  different  system  then  ? — ^Yes  j  his  attention 
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was  drawn  to  it  at  that  time,  and  then,  in  consequence  of  the  relief  in  Birming-  Mr.  John  ttimJy. 

bam  increasing  again,  he  again  drew  attention  to  the  subject.  — 

3565.  Do  you  see  any  objection  to  increasing  some  of  the  charges  upon  the      26  June  i860, 
common  fund,   such  as  the  charge  for  lunatics?— They  are  charged  upon  the 

common  fund. 

3566.  I  mean  the  settled  poor;  suppose  the  case  of  any  one  of  those  four 
parishes  attached  to  your  union,  where  all  the  charge  for  supporting  a  lunatic  in 
the  asylum  would  fall  upon  the  parish,  would  it  not  be  fair  to  put  it  on  the  com- 
mon fund  ?— No  ;  it  would  be  hard  to  put  it  there  if  the  lunatic  had  a  settlement 
in  that  paribh. 

3567.  But  I  mean  as  to  distributing  the  charger— Yes;  it  would  be  fair  for 
all  lunatics  who  had  no  settlement  to  be  put  on  the  common  fund. 

3568.  But  I  am  speaking  of  those  that  are  settled  ?— I  do  not  think  that 
would  be  right. 

3569.  You  say  that  pauperism  depends  very  much  upon  management ;  this  is 
a  ujalter  for  which  the  parishes  are  liable,  and  which  no  amount  of  management 
could  prevent ;  and  does  it  not  seem  to  be  fairer  to  cast  it  upon  the  common 
fund  ?— I  think,  as  to  lunatics,  that  the  whole  charge  of  them  ought  to  be  taken 
by  the  Government,  or  put  upon  the  countv. 

3570.  You  think  that  they  are  a  national  charge  ? — Yes. 

3571.  Mr.  Ayrton.']   Unless  they  can  be  maintained  by  their  relations? Yes. 

3572.  Mr.  Barrow.']  Your  opinion  is  not  in  favour  of  union  rating  and  union 
settlement? — I  should  prefer  union  rating  to  any  other. 

3573-  You  would  prefer  throwing  the  whole  charge  both  of  the  settled  and 
irremovable  poor  upon  the  rateable  value  of  the  whole  union,  instead  of  chargint^ 
it,  as  now,  separately  upon  the  agricultural  parishes  in  Aston?— Yes;  providinc^il 
was  to  be  made  general,  I  would  do  so.  ^ 

3574-  What  difference  would  it  make  whether  you  adopted  that  in  your  own 
union,  or  it  was  the  general  law  of  the  kingdom  ? — In  our  own  union  we  should 
benefit  neither  way.  I  am  sorry  that  in  some  of  the  country  parishes  there  are 
many  benevolent  persons  here  and  there,  and  they  are  a  great  evil. 

3575-  Mr.  Knight.']  If  there  were  no  union  rating,  there  would  be  no  objection 

to  putting  the  whole  together,  Aston  and  Birmingham  being  together? I  think 

there  would  be  veiy  great  objection. 

3576.  Chairman.']  You  say  that  there  are  many  benevolent  persons  about  who 
do  a  great  deal  of  mischief  ?— A  great  deal ;  a  gentlemen  the  other  day  considered 
that  a  person,  whose  average  wages  were  i8«.  a  week,  with  three  children,  was 
a  proper  subject  to  have  attendance  given  to  his  wife  during  her  confinement; 
I  told  him  that  I  could  not  consider  it  in  that  light;  that  all  we  had  to  do  was  to 
relieve  destitution ;  in  the  general  agricultural  districts  the  wages  were  1 1  s.  per 
week,  but  this  man  was  in  constant  employment  receiving  1 8  ^.  a  week. 

3577-  You  did  not  object  to  that  gentleman  relieving  him  himself  ?— Certainly 

3578.  You  told  him  what  were  the  limits  of  what  the  law  undertakes  to  do  ? 
— Yes. 

3579.  Mr.  Ayrton.']  By  benevolent  persons  doing  mischief,  you  mean  persons 
who  desire  to  administer  the  public  law  according  to  their  own  ideas  of  benevo- 
lence, and  not  with  justice  to  the  ratepayers  ?— Yes ;  u  few  weeks  ago  a  lady 
came,  and  wished  me  to  visit  a  poor  woman,  who  had  worked  for  her  for  many 
years  in  her  garden ;  1  went  two  miles  to  see  her,  and  she  said,  "  I  am  sorry  you 
have  had  the  trouble  to  come  here ;  I  have  a  son  who  lives  close  by,  and  I  must 
speak  to  him,  and  see  what  he  says ;"  he  was  a  farmer. 

3580.  What  land  does  he  occupy  ?— Between  30  and  40  acres  ;  she  said  that 
she  would  talk  to  him  about  it,  and  let  him  know,  but  that  she  would  not 
trouble  any  parish,  or  any  charity;  I  said  that  I  wished  I  had  many  more  cases 
like  hers. 

3581.  Did  she  apply  for  relief  for  herself?— No;  but  the  benevolent  lady  did, 
who  said  that  she  was  too  ill  to  come,  and  she  was  not  so ;  that  is  a  great  evil, 
which  increases  the  rates. 

3582.  Mr,  Ayrton.']  That  is  benevolent  injustice  ? — Yes. 

3583-  Chairman.']  And  benevolence  displayed  at  very  little  cost  to  the  persons 
themselves  ?— No  doubt  of  it. 
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Veneris,  29*  die  Junii,  1860. 


MEMBERS    PRESENT. 


Mr.  Barrow. 
Mr.  Beecroft. 
Mr«  Dodaon. 
Mr,  Gregory. 
Sir  Edward  Grogan. 
Mr.  Henrv  Herbert 


Mr.  Knight. 
Mr.  Lockliail. 
Sir  William  Miles- 
Mr.  To  Hem  ache. 
Mr.  Villiers. 


The  Right  Hon.  C.  PELHAM  VILLIERS,  in  the  Chair. 


The  Reverend  William  Peach,  called  in ;  and  Examined. 

Hjb  Rev.  3584.  Chairman.]  ARE  you  Chairman  of  the  Chesterfield  Board  of  Guar- 

WiOiam  Peach,    dians  ? — I  am  vice-chairman  of  that  Board. 

3585.  Mr.  Barrow.]  You  have  been,  I  believe,  for  a  considerable  time,  vice- 

99  Junei86o.  chairman  ? — I  think  I  have  been  for  six  years  a  guardian,  and  three  years  vice- 
chairman. 

3586.  Have  you  paid  considerable  attention  to  the  accounts  of  the  unioa? — 
Yes. 

3587.  The  parishes  are,  I  believe,  partly  manufacturing  and  partly  agricul? 
tural  ? — And  mining  ;  there  are  34  parishes. 

3588.  Are  you  prepared  to  state  to  the  Committee  how  far  you  or  your 
Board  are  satisfied  with  the  present  system  of  putting  the  common  fund 
charges  upon  the  averages? — There  is  a  good  deal  of  dissatisfaction  on  that 
head  ;  it  is  found  to  operate  so  very  unequally,  and  to  press  with  such  severity 
upon  what  we  call  the  open  parishes^ 

3589.  Would  your  Board  of  Guardians  desire  to  see  the  assessment  for  those 
charges  upon  the  rateable  value  of  the  parishes  ? — Decidedly  so. 

3590.  In  preference  to  making  the  charge  upon  the  averages? — Yes. 

3591.  Will  you  state  to  the  Committee  which  are  the  mining  parishes?  — 
There  is  a  considerable  number  of  mining  parishes  in  the  union ;  that  is 
more  or  less,  mining. 

3592.  Take  the  parish  of  Ashover,  is  that  a  mining  or  an  agricultural 
parish?— That  is  solely  agricultural;  there  is  a  little  lead  mining  there,  but 
the  number  of  persons  engaged  in  it  is  very  inconsiderable ;  it  is,  strictly 
speaking,  an  agricultural  parish. 

3593-  What  is  Great  Barlow  ? — There  has  lately  been  an  iron-work  estab- 
Ushed  in  the  neighbourhood  of  Barlow  ;  some  mines  are  opened  there,  and  iiL 
Little  Barlow  the  same. 

3594.  Then,  what  is  Bolsover  ?— I  think  there  no  mining  there. 
Mr.  Knight]  Is  that  an  agricultural  parish  ? — Yes. 
Mr.  Barrow]  The  next  is  Brack enfield,  what  is  that r — That  is  agri- 


3595. 

3596. 

cultural. 

3597^ 
3598. 


What  is  Brampton? — Both  agricultural  and  mining. 
What  is  Brimington  ? — Mining  and  agricultural.     Imay  as  well  state 
that,  of  course,  all  these  parishes  partake  of  the  agricultural  character ;  they 
are  not  mining  exclusively,  and  when  I  say  that  a  parish  is  a  mining  parish,.  L 
mean  that  there  are  mines  open  and  in  work  in  it. 

3599-  Is  a  majority  of  the  population  employed  in  mining? — Yes  ;  I  do  not 
say  that  a  majority  in  Brampton  are  employed  in  mines,  but  perhaps  they  are 
h£df  and  half. 

3600.  In  all  the  parishes  a  great  majority  of  the  acres  are  agricultural  ? — 

Yes} 
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Yes ;  of  course  the  mines  in  work  extend  over  only  a  small  portion  of  the  area,  The  Ber. 

Although  a  large  part  of  the  population  is  employed.  Wttliam^eadL 

3601.  Brimington  is  a  mining  parish,  is  it  not  ? — Yes.  — 

3602.  And  Calow  ? — Slightly  so  ;  not  half  of  it.  S9  June  186a 

3603.  And  Chesterfield?— Yes.    Then  there  is  Clay  Lane,  there  is  mining 
there  ;  the  Clay  Cross  Works  are  in  Clay  Lane. 

3604.  The  next  is  Coal  Aston  ;  what  is  that  ?— That  is  a  mining  township. 

3605.  What  isDronfield ;  is  that  also  mining? — Yes,  and  Eckington;  they 
ju*e  both  mining. 

3606.  The  next  is  Hasland,;  what  is  that  ? — There  are  tjoal  mines  working 
in  Hasland. 

3607.  What  is  fieath  ? — ^That  is  agricultural. 

3608.  Holmesfield,  what  is  that.  ? — ^Agricultural. 

3009.  What  is  Killamarsh? — ^AgricuUiiural ;  there  is  some  mining,  but  to  an 
inconaiderahle  extent. 

3610.  What  is  Morton  ? — Purely  agricultural. 

361 1.  Then  Newbold  and  Dunston  ? — Mining. 

3612.  What  is  Temple  Normanton  ?— That  is  agricultural. 

3613.  What  is  North  Wingfield  ?-^Agricultural 

3614.  Pilsley  ?— Agricultural. 

36 1 5.  Shirland  and  Higham  ? — That  is  agricultural. 

3616.  What  is  Staveley? — ^That  is  mining. 

3617.  Stretton  ? — Agricultural. 

3618.  What  is  Sutton-cum-Duckmanton  ?  —Partly  one  and  partly  the  other, 
but  the  works  are  at  present  stopped  at  Sutton. 

361 9.  What  is  Tapton  ? — Agricultural. 

3626.  What  is  Tupton  ? — There  is  niining  going  on  there,  to  a  considerable 
extent,  by  the  Clay  Cross  Company. 

3621.  Then  Unstone  ? — That  is  mining. 

3622.  What  is  Walton  ? — Agricultural;  there  is  some  mining  in  Walton  con- 
nected with  the  Winger  worth  works. 

3623.  What  is  Wessmgton  ? — ^That  is  agricultural. 

3624.  Then  Whittington  ? — There  is  a  very  large  work  that  has  been  lately 
established  there,  a  mining  work,  and  in  Wingerworth  too ;  there  is  a  large 
company  at  Wingerworth. 

3625.  What  is  Woodthorpe  ?— Woodthorpe  is  chiefly  agricultural.  1  omitted 
to  say  that  at  Chesterfield,  and  at  Brampton,  there  are  manufactures  carried  on 
as  well ;  there  are  considerable  potteries  in  Brampton,  and  various  manufactures 
in  Chesterfield. 

3626.  Mr.  Beecroft.]  Taking  the  whole  of  the  population,  I  suppose  the 
mining  population  is  the  largest  ? — It  is  a  wide  union,  and  it  is  difficult  to  say ; 
the  mining  population  is  assembled  at  particular  points,  and  they  are  very 
numerous  ;  it  is  a  populous  district,  and  a  very  large  area ;  although  the  agricul- 
tural population  is  very  much  scattered  about,  yet  they  amount  to  a  very  large 
number  in  the  aggregate. 

3627.  Mr.  Barrow.]  Can  you  enumerate  the  parishes  which  you  call  open 
parishes  ? — That  would  be  rather  difficult  to  do  ;  but,  by  an  open  parish,  I  mean 
a  parish  which  is  possessed  by  a  considerable  number  of  owners,  where  the  pro- 
perty is  in  many  hands,  and  by  a  close  parish  I  mean  the  contrary,  where  the 
property  belongs  to  one  or  two  or  three  owners. 

3628.  You  were  about  to  speak  of  some  hardship  which  was  felt  as  to  the 
open  parishes  ? — Yes  ;  the  apportionment  of  the  common  fund  charges  presses 
with  a  good  deal  of  hardship  upon  the  open  parishes,  in  consequence  of  the 
larger  number  of  small  dwellings,  and  the  resort  which  the  working  people 
make  to  those  parishes;  not  being  able  to  find  accommodation  in  the  close 


3629.  Can  you  state  how  many  open  parishes  there  are,  and  how  many  close 
parishes  ? — Out  of  the  34,  I  can  hardly  say  which  are  the  close  parishes ;  I 
alluded  chiefly  to  SQme  half  dozen ;  Ashover  is  an  open  parish ;  Barlow  is  a 
•dose  parish;  Brampton  is  an  open  parish ;  Chesterfield  of  course,  is  an  open 
parish  ;  there  is  a  large  proprietor  in  Eckington,  but  there  are  many  freeholders 
besides. 

3630.  Mr.  Knight  ]  Is  that  an  open,  or  a  close  parish?— I  should  say  it  is 
0.95.  A  A  2  an 


Digitized  by 


Google 


i88  MINUTES  OF  EVIDENCE  TAKEN  BEFORE  THE 

The  Rev.         an  open  parish ;  I  should  call  Staveley  a  close  parish ;  I  think  the  property 
WiUtam  Peach,    belongs,  although  not  exclusively,  to  one  owner,  but  St.  John's  College  has 
~j        TT        a  large  interest  in  that  parish. 

ag  ttne  i  tyo.         ^g^  ^  ^  q^^  ^^^  raention  the  names  of  any  other  parishes  ? — Yes  ;  Morton  is 
another. 

3632.  Chairman,'}  I  think  you  said  that  you  could  name  six  ? — Six  open 
parishes. 

3633.  How  many  close  parishes  are  there  ? — Wingerworth  is  a  close  parish  ; 
Whittington  is  an  open  parish ;  I  am  not  acquainted  with  the  condition  of  all 
the  parishes,  in  so  wide  a  union,  as  to  the  number  of  landowners  there 
may  be. 

3634.  Mr.  Barrow.]  The  distinction  that  you  draw  mainly  is  this,  that  there 
are  parishes  in  which  the  averages  bear  no  proportion  to  the  rateable  value  ? — 
Yes,  decidedly  so ;  I  would  ifiention  Sutton-cum-Duckmanton  ;  perhaps  that  is 
thfe  closest  parish  in  the  whole  union,  and  there  is  only  one  proprietor  except 
the  rector,  I  beheve. 

3635.  What  is  the  amount  of  the  averages  in  that  parish? — The  present 
average  in  Sutton-cum-Duckmanton,  is  7Q  l- ;  the  original  average  was  136  /. 

3636.  What  is  the  annual  value  ? — The  rateable  value  is  4,742  /.  and  the 
acreage  is  4,296. 

3637.  Sir  fV.  Miles.]  What  is  the  number  of  the  inhabitants  ? — The  number 
of  the  inhabitants  is  587. 

3638.  Mr.  Knight]  Do  you  suppose  that  the  parishes  have  derived  any 
advantage  from  being  close? — Decidedly  so. 

3639.  Mr.  Barrouh]  Are  you  aware  that  the  consequence  of  the  Irremovable 
Act  has  been,  that  the  persons  settled  in  some  of  these  parishes,  more  particu- 
larly perhaps  in  the  close  parishes,  have  gone  to  live  in  the  out-parishes  in  the 
union,  and  become  irremovable  ? — Yes ;  there  have  been  numberless  cases. 

3640.  And  consequently  they  have  relieved  the  parishes,  in  which  thfey  have 
a  settlement,  from  their  present  pauperism  ? — Entirely. 

3641.  That  pauperism  now  becomes  charged  upon  the  common  fund  of  the 
union  ?— Yes. 

3642.  And  you  think  that  the  common  fund  of  the  union,  being  supported 
by  the  averages,  constitutes  the  pressure  you  complain  of  ?-r-Yes. 

3643.  The  parish  of  Sutton-cum-Duckmanton,  containing  above  4,000  acres, 
and  the  rateable  value  being  above  4,000  /.,  contributes  only  according  to  the 
present  averages,  70  /.  a  year  to  the  common  fund  f — Yes. 

3644.  Are  you  aware  whether  a  portion  of  the  inhabitants  of  Sutton-cum- 
Duckmanton  are  amongst  those  who  have  become  irremovable  by  going  into 
other  parishes?— -Yes ;  I  expected  to  have  come  to  give  evidence  before  a 
Committee,  on  the  same  subject,  two  years  ago,  at  the  instance  of  Lord  George 
Cavendish  ;  he  requested  me  to  get  up  some  facts  at  that  time  as  to  the  paupers 
relieved  ;  I  have  a  list,  but  the  clerk  of  the  union  has  not  sent  it  up  to  me.  I 
have  a  list  of  several  who  were  settled  in  Sutton,  and  were  working  there,  who 
had  removed  from  there  to  a  neighbouring  parish,  had  become  irremovable,  and 
were  reheved  out  of  the  common  fund  of  the  Chesterfield  Union. 

3645.  Although  working  and  settled  in  Sutton,  and  giving  Sutton  the  benefit 
of  their  labour,  they  were  receiving  relief  from  the  common  fund  ? — ^They  were 
at  that  time. 

3646.  Chairman.]  Do  )'ou  know  why  these  persons  removed  from  Sutton  ? — 
I  cannot  possibly  say  ;  but  I  believe  that  some  of  the  cottages  of  the  labourers 
were  pulled  down  on  the  estate. 

3647.  How  far  is  that  from  their  work  ? — They  lived  in  the  adjoining  parish, 
perhaps  not  above  half  a  mile. 

3648.  Mr.  Knight.]  What  is  the  name  of  that  parish  ? — I  think  that  one  or 
two  did  live  in  Chesterfield,  and  I  think  the  other  lived  in  Bolsover  parish ; 
there  were  three  cases  that  I  had. 

3649.  But  there  is  no  other  alteration  in  that  parish  than  this,  that  it  is  the 
only  place  where  they  can  obtain  a  habitation  ? — ^Those  who  continue  to  work 
in  Sutton,  were  of  course  merely  driven  out  of  the  parish  for  want  of  a  cottage ; 
there  are  many  attractions  into  Chesterfield  and  into  Staveley,  and  places  where 
the  iron-works  are  extensive.  I  know,  for  instance,  that  there  is  a  vast  number 
working  at  Staveley ;  and  a  regular  train  is  sent  down  to  take  the  workmen  from 
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Staveley  to  Chesterfield,   as  there  are  not  dwellings  enough  for  them  there.         .The  Rev. 
The  proprietor  of  the  Staveley  works  has  gone  to  a  very  large  expense  to  find      fVuk^^Peach. 
accommodation  for  his  workmen,  but,  as  he  builds  houses  for  hundreds  he      «q  j        oa 
employs  thousands ;  a  train  brings  them  into  Chesterfield  every  night,  and       ^  "°^  * 
takes  them  back  to  Staveley  next  morning. 

3650.  Why  do  they  not  live  in  Staveley  ? — ^There  are  not  houses  there  for 
them. 

3651.  Is  there  any  system  resorted  to,  to  prevent  them  from  being  built? — 
It  is  a  close  parish^  and,  of  course,  the  proprietor  of  the  works  does  not  expend 
beyond  a  certain  sum  in  the  erection  of  dwellings  for  his  workmen  ;  the  pro- 
prietor of  the  Staveley  works  has  spent  several  thousand  pounds  in  building 
cottages ;  but  that  cannot  be  expected  to  be  carried  out  to  the  extent  of  finding 
accommodation  for  thousands  of  men. 

3652.  Does  the  ground  belong  to  him  ? — No ;  he  has  only  a  leasehold 
interest.  I  do  not  know  what  the  private  arrangements  are  between  the  lessor 
and  the  lessee,  or  as  to  any  remuneration  which,  at  the  termination  of  the  lease, 
he  may  have  a  right  to,  in  respect  of  those  buildings. 

3653.  Sir  W.  Miles.']  The  lessee  has  built  a  great  number  of  cottages,  but 
not  enough  to  accommodate  all  the  workmen  ? — No  ;  and  they  come  to  Ches- 
terfield, when  they  have  been  at  work  there,  and  in  five  years  they  become 
irremovable, 

3654.  He  would  have  run  the  risk  of  being  charged  more  to  the  common 
fund,  if  he  had  had  a  greater  number  of  people  in  that  parish  ? — Yes  ;  the  direct 
pauperism  would  have  been  greater,  and  the  charge  to  the  common  fund  would 
have  been  greater. 

3655.  Chairman.']  The  presumption  is,  is  it  not,  that  wherever  a  greater 
number  of  persons  of  the  labouring  class  are  accommodated  there  the  pauperism 
would  be  greater  in  amount  ? — ^Yes,  as  a  general  rule ;  but  that  is  liable  to  some 
modification ;  so  long  as  they  are  fully  employed,  which  is  generally  the  case 
at  the  Staveley  works,  there  is  not  a  very  great  deal  of  charge  which  arises  out 
of  those  works ;  but  there  is  a  vast  number  of  Irish  who  have  come  into  that 
neighbourhood  as  miners,  and  they  are  very  improvident ;  if  they  are  out  of 
work  for  a  fortnight,  their  families  are  sure  to  apply  for  relief. 

3656.  The  cottages  are  not  built  for  the  Irish  in  Staveley  ? — I  do  not  know 
that  the  proprietor  makes  any  distinction ;  perhaps  he  puts  in  the  steadiest  and 
most  respectable  workmen. 

3657.  Mr.  Barrow.^  The  building  of  these  cottages  increases  the  rateable 
value  of  Staveley,  and  would  increase  the  contributions  of  Staveley  to  the 
common  fund,  if  the  common  fund  charges  were  charged  upon  the  rateable 
value  ? — Yes, 

3658.  Mr.  Beecroft.]  Do  not  the  workmen  at  Staveley  earn  very  good  wages  ? 
—Yes. 

3659.  And  those  who  reside  at  Chesterfield  spend  their  wages  there  ? — Yes, 
the  families  live  there  ;  but  it  is  a  very  common  practice,  with  the  improvident 
class  of  people,  to  give  their  wives  a  certain  sum  of  money  to  provide  for  the 
house  for  a  week,  and  they  go  to  the  public-houses  and  spend  the  rest. 

3660.  But  the  larger  proportion  of  their  wages  is  spent  at  Chesterfield,  for  the 
support  of  their  families,  is  it  not  ? — I  would  not  say  that  the  larger  portion  of 
their  wages  is  spent  upon  their  families,  for  I  am  sorry  to  say  that  where  they 
earn  large  wages,  for  example,  there  are  many  who  are  employed  at  Staveley,  and 
who  earn  from  2  /.  to  50  s.  a  week,  and  they  will  give,  perhaps,  1  /.  to  their  wives, 
and  spend  the  other  30^.  at  Staveley,  or  anywhere  else  they  choose  to  go  to. 

3661.  But  that  1/.  would  be  spent  at  Chesterfield,  would  it  not?— Yes,  I 
should  imagine  so,  decidedly,  as  that  is  the  market  town  of  the  district. 

3662.  Mr.  Barrow.]  But  a  large  part  of  their  wages,  which  is  spent  upon 
themselves,  would  be  spent  in  the  public-houses  at  Staveley  ? — Yes. 

3663.  Mr.  Beecroft.]  Or  at  Chesterfield  ?~Yes. 

3664.  The  men,  I  suppose,  would  not  spend  their  evenings  at  Staveley,  but 
would  come  into  Chesterfield,  and  resort  to  the  pubhc-houses  there  ? — Yes,  to 
a  very  considerable  extent ;  often  they  are  wandering  about  from  Friday  night 
or  Saturday,  for  they  do  not  work  six  days  in  a  week,  from  one  public-house  to 
another,  from  Friday  night  till  Monday  or  Tuesday. 

3665.  Mr.  Knight.^  You  find  that  they  are  not  in  the  habit  of  saving  their 
wages? — No ;  generally  speaking  they  are  most  improvident. 

0.95.  A  A  3  3666.  When 
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The-RsT.  366d.  When  out  of  work  they  apply  to  the  parish,  that  parish  being  Chester- 

Wilkmi  Peach,    g^j j  2 — Yes ;  they  immediately  apply  to  the  Board. 
~  *  36^7.  Mr.  H.  HerhertJ]  Are  you  speaking  of  all  the  workmen  when  you  say 

**9J«ieitdo.  ^j^^y  ^^^  improvident? — There  are  exceptions,  but  that  is  the  rule  ;  I  have  been 
in  a  populous  raining  neighbourhood  nearly  all  my  life,  and  J  have  observed 
that  the  higher  the  wages  are  the  more  improvident  are  the  habit«  of  these 
men;  they  get  into  extravagant  habits,  and  if  a  slackness  of  trade  comes 
on,  and  they  are  thrown  out  of  work,  or  have  only  partial  employment, 
they  seem  to  fall  immediately  into  a  state  of  destitution,  aitJioiJEgh  an  agricul- 
tural labourer  will  maintain  his  family  decently  upon  12  ».  or  15  $.  a  week. 

3666.  Sir  If'.  Miles.]  Still  they  must,  to  become  irremovable  in  any  parish) 
iiave  resided  in  it  for  five  years,  and  not  hove  jq)plied  for  relief  .* — ^Ybb,  rexoept 
occasional  medical  relief. 

3669.  Does  not  that  rather  indicate  tiiat  for  five  years,  at  least,  tha^  have 
t taken  pretty  good  care  of  themselves  and  their  families? — Ym;  I  think  that 
the  majority  of  the  improvident  are  early  immigrants ;  those  who  have  not  been 
very  long  here ;  they  are  diose  who  have^recently  come  into  the  neighbomrfaood, 
not  the  settled  population.  I  think  those  who  have  had  five  years  residence  are 
not  so  improvident  in  their  habits ;  they  have  more  the  character  of  a  "Kttted 
population ;  there  is  a  yast  number  of  Irish  and  others  who  are  continiia%' 
coming  in  and  going  out. 

3670.  Do  you  find  that  those  vrtio  have  rendered  themselves  irremovable  by 
five  years  residence,  are,  generally -speaking,  improvident  persons  ?-- 1  am  afiuid 
they  are  not  to  be  called  provuient,  but  not  so  reckless  as  those  men  of  more 
unsettled  habits  who  wander  about  from  one  iron-work  to  another. 

3671 .  Probably  you  think  that  as  far  i»  it  goes  the  Irremovable  Act  is  a  ^od 
Act  ? — I  do  not  think  so ;  I  «ee  -so  much  Imrdship  in  the  operation  of  it. 

3672.  Chairman.']  Perhaps  yau  will  be  good -enough  to  explain  to  the  Com- 
mittee what  you  object  to  ;  probably  you  are  looking  at  thcvunjust  or  capricious 
way  in  which  it  operates  upon  the  property  in  the  union? — Yes;  Lrefer  to  its 
operation  upon  the  rates ;  no  doubt  the  more  you  remove  .impediments  to  the 
free  circulation  of  labour  the  better ;  but  you  should  do  it  so  as  not  to  inflict 
hardship  or  injustice  upon  any  class  of  property. 

3673.  If  you  could  dispose  of  the  cImo^  more  justiy  upon  the  rateable  value 
of  the  union,  yeu  vwuld  probably  tiiink  it  then  an  unobjectionable  measure? — 
Yes  ;  it  would  remove  the  objection  entirely  ;  the  objection  arises  entirely  frcfm 
it  not  being  so. 

3674.  Mr.  H.  Herbert.]  Do  you  apply  the  ^workhouse  test  to  these  improvi- 
dent persons  when  they  apply  for  relief? — Very  generally ;  I  thii^  that  the 
Union  of  Chesterfield  may  be  called  a  humane  union ;  I  think  that  tiie  guardians 
'generally  are  disposed  to  act  with  humanity  towards  the  poor  (if  they  can  fairly, 
and  rightly,  and  conscientiously  give  them  relief  without  putting  them  to  the 
test  of  the  workhouse)  if  there  is  real  destitution. 

3675.  You  mean,  then^  that  the  Poor  Law  is  administered  vrith  a  certain 
amount  of  laxity  there  ? — I  will  not  say  that  it  amounts  to  that ;  but  I  mean 
that  they  exercise  the  utmost  discretion  that  they  have  in  giving  relief,  without 
throwing  the  test  of  the  workhouse  before  every  pauper. 

3676.  When  any  of  these  persons  come  for  relief  whom  you  have  charac- 
terised as  improvident  persons,  and  who  wander  about  from  place  to  place,  do 
not  you  think  that  if  the  workhouse  test  was  strictly  -applied  it  would  give  a 
-great  check  to  their  applications  ? — Yes  ;  but  it  is  the  wives  and  families  who 
apply  in  a  state  of  destitution  ;  but  in  those  cases  where  there  has  been  great 
improvidence,  and  where  we  think  that  there  is  no  call  for  any  lenity,  we  do 
give  them  an  order  for  the  workhouse,  which  they  generally  refuse ;  that  test,  I 
admit,  is  very  effectual,  and  especially  with  the  Irish. 

3677.  Do  you  not  find  that  there  is  great  dislike  to  the  workhouse,  particu- 
larly on  the  part  of  the  Irish  ? — ^Yes  ;  decidedly. 

3678.  Do  you  not  think  that  in  any  union,  situated  as  yours  is,  by  strictly 
applying  that  test  to  those  persons  whom  you  describe  as  improvident  Irish,  tire 
danger  of  their  receiving  undue  relief  would  be  altogether  done  away  with,  or 
modified  considerably  ? — Yes,  it  would  modify  it ;  but  they  would  not  all  refuse 
it,  as  they  are  in  a  state  of  perfect  destitution ;  if  the  husbands  have  been  out 
of  employment  for  a  week,  they  immediately  come  to  the  union,  and  they  really 
are  destitute ;  their  husbands  have  spent  improvidently  everything  that  they 
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had,  and  those  we  offer  thft  workhouse  to;  but  some  of  them  prefer  going         TheHeiw. 
toj  beg:  William  Peachy 

3679.  Do  you  not  find  thai;. there  is  a  great  dislike  to  go  into  the  workhouse?        

— Yes ;.  en  tiie  part  of  tha*  iriahv  particularly^.  aj^Juoe  i860. 

3680.  Do  the  Irish,  ccnne:  to*  the  workhouse  genendly  when  they  can  obtain 
employment?— They  will tfcy^ tut  get  a  little  out-door  relief  under  any  pretext, 
and  we  exercise  as-  muclr  T^^ance  as  we  can. 

3681..  Will  they  aoQe(rti  the  offer  of  the- workhouse^  if  they  can  possibly  obtain 
employment? — I  think  that,  genecally  speaking,  they  will  not.. 

368.2.  You  say  that  there  are  a  great  number  o£  them,  employed,  is  their 
labour  found  to  be  valuable  iu'  the  district  ? — The  wages  are  very  good^  and  1 
imagine  that  none  of  the  Irish  labourers  receive  less  than  2  s.  6(L  a  day. 

368.3.  I  refer  to  the  persons  who  employ  them  ;  do  you  think  that  the  with- 
dmwal  of  the  Irish  labourers  would  not  be  felt  as  a  great  want  on  the  part  of 
the  employers  ? — ^Yes,  a  very  serious  want. 

3684-  For  instance,  at  the  Staveley  works  ?— Yes,  very  serious  indeed ;  you 
may  infer  tiiat,  from  the  faxA  that  Chesterfieldj  with  a  population  of  7,000^  has 
had  an  accession  of  about,  from  1,500  to  2,000  Irish,  in  the  last  three  or  four 
years  ;  the  works  could  not  be  carried  on  without  them. 

3685.  Mr.  Beeoroft.]  Will  the  Irish  go  down  into  the  pits  ? — Yes. 

3686.  Mr.  Bar?'ow.'\  The  laxity  with  which  you  put  the  Podr  Law  in  force 
consists  mainly  in  this,  that  when  a  member  of  a  family  is  ill,  either  the  wife, 
or  any  of  the  children,  it  is  a  case  of  temporary  sickness,  likely  shortly  to 
terminate,  and  you  prefer  to  give  them  the  amount  that  is  absolutely  neces- 
sary to  maintain  them,  at  once,  rather  than  offer  them  the  workhouse  ? — Yes* 
under  fevourable  circumstances,  where  we  can  see  that  there  is  no  fraud 
attempted. 

3687.  That  is  the  real  nature  of  the  laxity  that  has  been  referred  to  ?— ifes. 

3688.  Mr.  ToUanaohe.]  I  understood  you  to  say  that  you  thought  the  present 
law  worked  very  unfairly,  especially  as  to  the  raising  of  the  common  fund 
chaises,  and  that  it  relieved  some  townships  at  the  expense  of  others ;  does 
the  Board  of  Guardians  coincide  with  you  in  that  opinion  ?^ — Certainly. 

3689*  Have  they  ever  expressed  any  opinion  upon  it? — We  have  frequently 
talked  the  subject  over  at  the  Board,  and  I  have  been  requested  to  draw  up 
a  petition,  when  there  shall  be  a  Bill  before  the  House,  in  favour  of  apportioning 
the  common  fund  charges  according  to  the  rateable  value. 

3690.  But  no  distinct  resolution  has  been  passed  by  the  Board  of  Guardians, 
on  the  subject? — It  is  not  perhaps  an  unananimous  opinion,  but  a  general 
one. 

3691.  Have  they  passed  any  resolution  on  the  subject? — I  am  not  sure  that 
they  have  ;  not  during  my  attendance^  at  the  Board. 

3692.  Do  you  fully  believe  that  a  large  majority  of  the  guardians  disapprove 
of  the  present  system,  and  would  be  in  favour  of  an  alteration  ? — I  can  speak 
confidently  to  that,  though  many  are  interested  in  maintaining  the  present  state 
of  the  law. 

3693.  Do  some  of  those  who  are  interested  in  maintaining  the  present  state 
of  the  law,  consider  that  the  present  system  is  unfair  ? — Decidedly  so  ;  they 
admit  it. 

3694.  Would  they  be  in,  favour  of  the  common  fund  being  raised  according 
ta  the  value  of  the  property  in  the  union,  and  not  according  to  the  averages  ?— 
Yes ;  precisely  so. 

3695.  Should  you  be  in  favour  of  any  other  change  in  the  law,  besides,  for 
instance,  that  of  reducing  the  five  years*  residence  to  three  years  ? — Certainly 
not,  and  I  will  explain  my  reason.  The  necessity  for  five  years'  residence 
(^erates  to  modify  the  effect  of  the  irremovability  of  the  poor  from  five  years* 
residence,  that  \%-  a  break  of  residence  within  the  five  years,  and  then  they 
revert  to  their  original  settlement ;  if  you  altered  that  time,  you  would  take 
away  or  very  much  diminish  the  chance  of  that  break  in  residence,  as  they  will 
strive  hard  to  remain  three  years-  without  applying  for  reUef  in  a  parish. 

3696.  Have  they  a  great  dread  of  breaking  their  hremovability  in  your 
union  ?- — I  think  that  those  who  have  had  three  or  four  years'  residence  out  o£ 
the  parish  of  their  settlement,  are  desirous  of  remaining  there  five  yeacs; 
without  relief. 

3697.  They  ding  to  their  iiremovability  ? — Ye& 
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The  Rev.  3698.  If  that  be  the  feelmg,  do  not  you  think  that  it  is  very  likely  they  will 

William  Peach,     remain  in  one  place,  instead  of  going  elsewhere,  where  work  might  be  abun* 

i  dant  ? — Of  course,  so  long  as  they  have  regular  employment  in  the  parish  or 

39  June  186a.      union  of  their   adoption,  they  would  remain  there,  and  if  work  becomes  slack, 

especially  the  mining  population,  which  is  so  migratory,  they  will  then  remove 

to  other  places  where  there  is  a  prospect  of  permanent  employment,  but  they  do 

not  at  once  remove  their  families.     I  have  known  many  instances  in  which  an 

ironstone  miner,  or  a  man  who  has  been  employed  in  the  foundry,  will  leave  his 

family  to  remain  in  the  parish  of  his  settlement,  or  in  the  parish  of  his  previous 

residence,  perhaps  for  a  whole  year,  before  he  removes  them  to  the  parish  where 

he  has  got  employment ;  he  wishes  to  see  whether  he  will  have  permanent 

employment  there. 

3699.  When  you  said  that  you  should  object  to  the  five  years'  residence  being 
reduced  to  three  years,  to  obtain  irremovability,  were  you  then  thinking  of  the 
interest  of  the  ratepayers  or  of  the  poor? — The  first;  the  poor,  I  think,  are 
not  concerned  ;  they  have  a  right  to  relief  wherever  they  are,  and  it  matters 
very  little  to  them  whether  they  have  it  from  the  parish  of  their  settlement  or 
from  the  common  fund  of  the  union. 

3700.  Is  it  not  injurious  to  a  poor  person  to  be  liable  to  be  removed  r — Yes  ; 
of  course  removal  is  a  thing  that  they  do  not  like  ;  it  is  an  injury  to  them,  and 
they  do  not  settle  all  at  once  again  in  a  new  abode. 

3701.  Therefore  the  more  you  facilitate  the  power  of  removal  the  greater 
must  be  the  hardship  to  the  poor? — Yes.  1  conceive  that  the  present 
arrangement  of  the  law  was  chiefly  made  with  a  view  to  prevent  pauper 
removals. 

3702.  Looking  simply  to  the  interests  of  the  poor,  are  you  of  opinion  that  it 
would  be  advantageous  or  not  to  reduce  the  five  years'  residence  to  three  years  ? 
— It  would  be  advantageous,  I  dare  say,  to  the  poor  themselves,  but  I  look  at 
it  with  regard  to  the  injustice  which  the  present  state  of  the  law  inflicts  on  the 
other  parishes. 

3703.  I  mean,  supposing  the  law  to  be  altered  in  that  respect  so  as  to  meet 
your  views  ? — Yes,  assuming  that. 

3704.  Then  should  you  be  opposed  to  a  reduction  of  the  five  years'  residence 
to  three  years'  residence  ? — Certainly  not. 

3705.  Chairman.]  I  think  you  stated  that  when  they  have  been  four  years 
resident  they  rather  try  to  remain  the  other  year  without  seeking  relief  ? — 
Yes. 

3706.  The  people  generally  apply  for  relief  after  they  have  been  one  or  two 
years  resident,  without  any  reference  to  irremovability  ? — Yes ;  because  then 
they  have  not  got  much  of  a  status. 

3707.  If  the  period  of  residence  were  reduced  from  five  years  to  three,  would 
they  not  make  an  effort  to  remain  over  three  years  ? — Yes  ;  very  likely  they 
would. 

3708.  Sir  ^.  Miles.]  The  sum  that  you  pay  in  the  Chesterfield  Union  for 
the  irremovable  poor  is  very  large,  is  it  not?— About  one-half  of  the  whole 
relief;  rather  more. 

3709.  If  you  reduce  the  term  of  years  which  shall  give  irremovability,  and  add 
to  the  irremovable  fund,  but  take  out  from  the  settled  fund,  would  that  be  a  good 
system  ? — Assuming  that  the  incidence  of  the  common  fund  fell  upon  property 
according  to  its  rateable  value  throughout  the  union,  I  think  it  would  not  be 
material. 

3710.  Are  you  for  union  settlement  and  union  rating? — If  it  amounts  to 
imion  rating,  I  look  at  it  in  this  light :  the  whole  of  the  settled  poor  of  a  parish 
were  a  charge,  at  least  when  in  a  state  of  destitution,  upon  the  parish^  and 
the  parish  was  responsible  for  the  management  of  those  poor;  but  as  the 
present  law  has  created  a  new  kind  of  irremovable  poor,  it  has  made  the  union 
the  parish  of  those  poor ;  therefore  I  think  the  same  rule  ought  to  be  adopted  with 
regard  to  the  incidence  of  that  charge  which  is  adopted  with  regard  to  the  inci- 
dence of  the  parochial  charge  for  the  settled  poor  in  a  parish ;  the  settled  poor 
are  provided  for  by  a  rate  according  to  the  rateable  value  of  the  property  in  a 
parish ;  and  why  should  not  the  same  rule  be  adopted  as  to  those  to  whom  you 
have  made  the  union  their  parish. 

371 1.  As  you  have  got  your  irremovable  poor  on  a  level  with  your  settled 
poor,  and  the  three  years'  residence  would  increase  the  number  of  the  irremov- 
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able  poor,  is  not  that  a  very  strong  argument  as  once  for  throwing  open  settle-         ThoRev. 
ment  and  making,  at  any  rate,  a  union  settlement  and  a  union  rating  ? — I  have      tVi^i^m  Pea<^ 
not  looked  at  it  in  that  light  so  far  as  a  union  settlement  goes ;  but  as  to  union  ■' 

rating  it  would  amount,  1  think,  pretty  much  to  the  same  thing ;  if  you  can      ^^  •^"'^®  *^^* 
secure  that  the  rates  of  all  the  parishes  shall  be  on  one  scale ;  that  is  necessary 
to  be  borne  in  mind. 

3712.  Mr.  Barrow.']  Assuriiing  that  the  alteration  of  the  law  should  be  to 
make  the  common  fund  charges  assessable  upon  the  rateable  value  of  the 
parishes,  you  would  see  less  objection  to  reducing  the  period  of  residence  from 
five  years  to  three  years,  than  if  they  continued  to  be  charged  on  the  averages  ? 
— Decidedly.     I  do  not  know  that  I  should  see  any  objection. 

3713.  Referring  to  the  questions  that  have  been  put  to  you  by  the  Honourable 
Member,  would  you  see  any  objection  to  making  the  residence  a  residence  in 
the  union,  and  that  a  break  of  residence  in  the  union  should  not  produce 
removability  ;  I  mean,  supposing  persons  removed  from  one  parish  to  another, 
so  long  as  they  remained  three  years  in  the  union  without  relief,  they  should 
equally  acquire  irremovability  as  if  they  remained  as  now  five  years  in  a 
parish  ? — Assuming  that  the  incidence  of  the  common  fund  is  altered. 

3714.  Yes  ? — I  regard  the  union  as  the  parish  of  the  irremovable  poor.  I  do 
not  see  any  objection  whatever  to  their  breaking  their  residence  from  one 
parish  to  another,  if  it  is  in  the  same  union. 

3715.  So  long  as  the  union  pays  the  charge,  you  do  not  object  to  the  irre- 
movable poor  being  in  any  part  of  the  union  ? — So  long  as  the  charge  is  dis- 
tributed according  to  the  rateable  value. 

3716.  If  the  parties  have  resided  eitber  three  years  or  five  years  in  a  union^ 
and  they  afterwards  break  their  residence  for  a  few  months  in  search  of  labour 
in  another  parish,  and  then  return  to  your  union  after  that  break  of  residence, 
not  having  lived  three  years,  and  acquired  irremovability  elsewhere,  you  would 
give  them  relief,  and  consider  them  irremovable  ? — If  the  break  of  residence 
were  by  passing  into  another  union,  that  would  involve  another  question. 

3717.  It  would  be  a  convenience,  would  it  not,  to  a  poor  man,  if  he  should 
be  relieved  from  the  necessity  of  leaving  his  goods  and  his  wife  at  Chesterfield, 
in  order  that  he  might  try  to  obtain  work  in  a  union  some  miles  off,  and  until 
he  knew  whether  he  could  remain  in  that  union  for  a  given  length  of  time  ? — I 
am  not  sure  whether  that  is  a  thing  which  it  is  desirable  to  encourage.  I  find 
many  cases  of  this  kind  in  my  parish.  A  man  whose  work  becomes  slack,  goes 
out  from  the  parish  to  some  distance  to  seek  employment,  and  he  leaves  his 
wife  and  family  chargeable,  and,  sometimes,  if  he  is  not  very  successful,  he 
never  comes  back  to  them.  That  is  a  very  common  case  indeed,  and  if  you 
were  to  give  encouragement  to  that  migratory  habit  of  the  working  men,  it 
would  do  miscliief,  I  think,  in  that  respect. 

371 8.  If  he  returned  to  you  under  the  present  law  finding  his  wife  and  family 
chargeable,  on  account  of  there  irremovability,  you  could  not  remove  them? — No, 

37  19.  I  think  you  have  already  stated  that  your  opinion  is,  that  the  charge 
for  the  settled  poor  should  continue  on  the  parishes,  but  that  the  charge  for 
the  irremovable  poor  should  be  a  charge  upon  the  whole  value  of  the  union  ? — 
Yes  ;  I  do  not  see  any  very  great  objection  to  putting  the  charge  of  the  settled 
poor  in  the  same  category  as  that  of  the  irremovable  poor,  if  you  take,  as  the 
basis  of  your  apportionment,  the  rateable  value  of  the  property  in  the  union. 

3720.  And  not  the  averages  ?— No. 

3721.  You  would  not  see  so  great  an  objection? — No;  not  at  the  first 
view. 

3722.  Your  opinion  is  in  favour  of  charging  the  parochially  settled  poor  to 
the  parishes,  and  the  irremovable  poor  to  the  union  ? — Yes,  that  is  my  present 
opinion. 

3723.  I  take  it  for  granted  that,  in  consequence  of  that  opinion,  you  think 
that  every  parish  should  be  valued  upon  one  uniform  principle  ? — ^Yes ;  that 
would  be  quite  essential,  I  think,  to  the  carrying  out  of  the  scheme  with 
justice. 

3724.  Mr.  H.  Herbert]  Do  you  remove  many  of  the  Irish  poor? — No  ;  very 
few  ;  it  occurs  very  rarely ;  I  do  not  know  that  I  can  recollect  the  removal  of 
one  Irish  pauper  from  our  union  for  three  years  past. 

3725.  Mr.  Barrow.]  You  have  mentioned  two  or  three  instances  with  respect 
to  one  particular  parish  in  the  Chesterfield  Union,  do  you  know  that  the  same 
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system  extends  to  other  parishes  in  the  union  besides  Sutton- cum-Duckmantcm? 
— ^Yes  ;  there  are  other  townsinps. 

3726.  Which  are  similarly  circumstanced?-— Yes ;  for  instance,  there  is 
IVpton  ;  the  proportion  paid  to  the  common  fund  was  9  ^.  3  d.  for  the  last  half 
year ;  the  rateable  value  of  Tapton  is  2,1 10  /.  9  5.  3  ^. 

3727.  Are  you  aware  whether  Tapton  has  any  of  its  settled  poor  who  have 
now  become  irremovable  in  other  parishes  of  the  union  ? — i  am  not  acquainted 
with  circumstances  of  that  sort;  but  Tapton  is  an  agricultural  township,  although 
there  is  some  mining  in  it ;  I  cannot  conceive  why  it  should  be  so  low,  unless 
some  measure  of  that  sort  had  been  resorted  to ;  then  there  is  Ashover,  with  a 
population  strictly  agricultural,  the  rateable  value  of  which  is  8,455  /.,  and  its 
proportion  to  the  common  fund  charges  for  the  half-year  was  253  /.  odd. 

3728.  Ctmirman.]  That  is  not  a  close  parish  ?— No  ;  an  open  parish. 

3729.  Sir  IV.  Miles.]  Probably  you  could  state  to  the  Committee  how  tbe 
different  parishes  in  your  union  would  be  affected  as  to  increase  of  rates,  sup- 
posing your  system  were  adopted  ? — I  have  here  a  tabular  view  of  it ;  there  is 
the  township  of  Tapton,  and  the  present  average  taken  in  1858  is  1  /.,  and  the 
cost  there  for  irremovable  poor  was  9  s.  10  d. ;  the  charge  for  the  irremovable 
poor  for  the  same  half-year,  estimated  by  the  rateable  value  of  the  property, 
would  be  22  /.  4  ^.  Sd.;  then  Ashover,  which  is  an  open  parish,  the  total  cost 
of  irremovable  poor  for  the  half-year  ending  Lady -day  I860,  divided  by  the 
present  averages,  was  268  L9s.^  and,  according  to  the  rateable  value,  it  would 
be  reduced  to  106  i  ^s.  3d. 

3730.  It  would  have  a  very  considerable  effect  in  the  close  parishes  of  yoor 
wn(m  in  multiplying  their  expenses,  would  it  not? — Ytjs;  a  very  material 
e^ct. 

3731.  What  have  you  to  st»te  as  to  Sutton-cum-Duckmanton  ?— I  should  tell 
yam  that  Sutton  had  relieved  its  pauperism  by  a  voluntary  rate,  and  that  the 
inspector  found  that  circumstance  out,  and  he  insisted  upon  the  amount  of  that 
voluntary  rate  being  taken  into  the  averages,  and  therefore  it  got  into  charge ; 
they  were  almost  out  of  charge  before,  and  the  chai^  for  the  half-year  ending 
Lady-day,  1 860,  according  to  tlie  averages  was  34  /.  8  *.  4  rf ;  but  the  ironworks 
and  the  colliery  works  tberc  hlaw  ceased,  and  the  populatiiMi  has  gone  very 
considerably  ;  that  would  be  brought  to  57  /•  9  *.  6  rf. 

3732.  It  is  now  TO  I'  r— Yes, 

3733-  What  is  that  70/.?— 70/.  is  the  present  average;  for  the  half- 
year  the  common  fund  charges  amount  to  33/.  8^.  4^2.,  and  it  would  be 
69  L  Ss.^d. 

3734.  Sir  W.  Miles.]  Have  the  guardians  of  those  parishes,  the  charge  upon 
Vfhidk  would  be  so  much  incareased,  agreed  to  the  proposition  of  those  parishes 
that  would  be  relieved  ? — They  have  allowed  the  thing  to  go  on  sub  sileniio ; 
they  are  really  an  honest  and  well-meaning  class  of  men,  and  they  see  the 
injustice  of  the  thing  so  plainly  that  they  cannot  hold  up  their  hands  against 
the  change. 

3735-  ^«^  y<^  state  what  ihe  voluntary  rate  in  that  parish  was  which  was 
t^oUected  ?^ — I  cannot.  I  think  I  was  not  a  guardian  at  that  time ;  it  was  some 
years  ago. 

3736.  Mr.  Barrow.]  At  Tapton,  the  charge  now  being  9  «.  10  d.  for  the  half- 
year,  the  addition  would  be  about  20  /•  upon  the  rateable  value  above  2,000 1.  ? 
— Yes  ;  22  /.  nearly. 

3737.  Not  a  very  heavy  charge  ?— No ;  a  very  moderate  charge. 

3738.  Mr.  Dodson.]  When  you  say  that  one  parish  pays  so  much  in  the 
pound,  and  another  pa3rs  so  much  in  the  pound,  is  there  a  valuation  made  on  a 
common  baste  throughout  the  union  ?---No,  but  that  is  what  is  very  much 
wanted*  The  respective  parishes  have  endeavoured  to  keep  their  rateaUe  value 
las  low  as  they  could,  in  order  to  escape  a  larger  contingent  to  the  county  rate  ; 
that  is  the  secret  of  the  thing. 

3739.  Mr.  Barrow.]  It  would  be  under  2id.  ia  the  poufid,  would  it  not  ? — 
That  is  the  half-yearly  charge. 

3740.  Mr.  Knight.]  In  some  of  the  parishes  in  your  union  the  coal  mines 
are  worked  out,  consequently  a  depreciation  of  the  value  of  the  property  arises  ? 
—As  to  Sutton,  the  mines  are  not  exhausted,  but  the  work  is  discontinued ;  the 
proprietor  took  them  into  his  own  hands,  and  got  tired  of  them,  and  he  discon- 
tinued the  working  of  them. 
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3741.  I  find  that  between  1815  and  1843,  there  was  a  decrease  in  the  annual         The  Rev. 
value  of  Sutton  of  475  /.  f — That  arose,  I  imagine,  from  the  cause  I  have  men*      WiUUm  Peaci. 

tioned ;  the  mines  were  leased  at  the  former  of  those  periods,  and  the  lessee       

surrendered  his  lease,  and  the  proprietor  carried  them  on  for  a  httle  time,  and      ^9  J«n«  1**^ 
then  abandoned  them. 

3742.  Then  I  find  that  the  inhabited  houses  in  1801  were  96  i  in  1851,  113; 
and  in  1856  they  were  reduced  to  97 ;  do  you  suppose  that  that  was  also  in 
ooQsequence  of  so  many  hands  not  being  employed,  from  the  shutting  up  of 
the  mines  ?— Yes,  in  part ;  but  the  Sutton  estate  has  been  a  good  deal  altered 
in  its  character ;  farms  have  been  laid  together,  and  both  farm-houses  and 
cottages  have  consequently  been  pulled  down ;  that  may  account  for  some  part 
of  the  reduction. 

3743.  Would  16  cottages  for  the  number  of  men  required  to  work  the  mines 
be  an  unreasonable  allowance  ?— No ;  but  there  was  always  a  considerable 
number  of  workmen  at  the  Sutton  Works,  at  the  Duckmanton  Works,  i.e.  who 
lived  out  of  the  parish  ;  there  was  not  accommodation  in  the  parish  for  them. 

3744.  1  find,  also,  that  Wingerworth  has  decreased  in  value  by  222  /. ;  have 
there  been  any  mines  shut  up  there  ? — No ;  I  should  say  that  the  mining 
operations  have  been  carried  on  more  extensively  of  late  than  they  were 
before  ;  I  am  at  a  loss  to  account  for  that  diminution,  for  the  development  has 
been  since  1843  altogether. 

374/).  Mr.  Barrow.]  It  has  been  suggested  that  the  irremovable  should  have 
a  parochial  settlement ;  what  would  become  of  Chesterfield  if  the  irremovable 
had  given  to  them  a  parochial  settlement,  or  Brampton  ?— I  cannot  say.  You 
will  find  many  other  places. 

3746.  Chdirman.]  What  do  you  consider  to  be  the  difiference,  as  to  expend!- 
ture  in  a  parish,  between  a  certain  number  of  paupers  being  irremovable  and 
chargeable,  and  having  a  settlement  ? — I  do  not  know  that  it  makes  any  differ- 
ence as  regards  the  charge  accruing  by  the  irremovable  poor,  having  become 
irremovable  from  a  parish  which  is  not  the  parish  of  their  settlement ;  it  is 
altogether  an  additional  charge,  so  far  as  their  contingent  to  the  common  fund 
goes. 

3747.  If  you  gave  them  a  settlement,  you  could  only  be  charged  for  them, 
and  is  that  the  reason  why  ruin  is  to  be  expected  ? — If  you  mean  irremovable 
settlement,  I  admit  it ;  but,  at  present,  the  charge  arising  from  the  irremovability 
of  certain  parties  falls  upon  the  common  fund  of  the  union ;  the  parish  in  which 
they  reside  is  only  mulcted  in  its  proportion  of  contribution  to  that  conmion 
fund ;  it  is  a  very  serious  item  in  other  parishes,  and  I  can  illustrate  that  by  one 
case ;  our  assistant  overseer  would  come  and  say,  *'  I  am  sorry  to  say  that  we 
have  another  pauper  lunatic  who  must  go  to  the  asylum  '*;  I  should  say,  ^*  Well, 
there  is  another  charge  of  25  /.,"  which  is  about  the  charge  for  a  patient  in  the 
asylum  ;  he  would  say,  ^*  It  is  double  that."  I  was  not  aware  of  that  at  first, 
but  the  fact  is  that  a  charge  of  25/.  upon  our  funds  in  the  parish  of  Brampton, 
from  direct  pauperism,  involves  an  additional  25  /.  from  the  common  fund ;  the 
common  fund  charges  are  one  half  of  the  whole  ;  and  if  a  pauper  lunatic  comes 
upon  our  hands  it  is  a  charge  of  50  /.  a  year. 

3748.  Mr.  DodsonJ]  You  have  stated  that  you  would  not,  under  certain  cir- 
cumstances, object  to  a  certain  number  of  years'  residence  giving  a  settlement, 
instead  of  irremovability  ;  you  were  contemplating,  I  think,  not  parochial  settle- 
ment, but  a  union  settlement  ? — I  do  not  know  that  I  said  precisely  what  you 
have  mentioned;  I  think  I  said  that  if  the  incidence  of  the  common  fund  charges 
was  thrown  upon  the  property  of  the  union  generally,  according  to  its  rateable 
value,  that  then  I  should  see  no  objection  to  the  term  of  fivp  years*  residence 
giving  irremovabiUty  being  reduced  to  three. 

3749.  I  thought  you  had  further  stated  that  you  would  not  object  to  that 
term  of  residence  giving  a  settlement  ? — I  think  not.  I  did  not  mean  that,  for 
that  involves  a  very  wide  question. 

3750.  Should  you  object  to  its  giving  a  union  settlement;  a  permanent 
settlement? — I  do  not  think  it  is  desirable,  for  that  would  be  perpetuating  a 
charge  which,  although  it  is  much  modified  by  being  thrown  upon  the  property 
of  the  whole  union,  according  to  its  rateable  value,  I  do  not  thmk  it  is  desirable 
to  perpetuate.  It  is  throwing  away  a  chance  of  ever  being  relieved  from  that 
charge,  unless  there  was  a  means  of  obtaining  a  new  settlement  elsewhere ;  the 
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The  Rev.        mode  of  obtaining  a  settlement  is  so  limited,  and  there  is  very  little  chance  of 
William  Peach,    the  parochial  settlement  being  altered  ;  it  is  chiefly  now  by  a  10  /.  tenancy. 

29  June  i860.  .375'-  Chairman.']  Do  you  consider  that  there  is  less  vigilance  exercised 
with  respect  to  the  chaises  upon  the  common  fund  than  where  they  fall  upon 
a  parish  directly  ? — Decidedly  less  ;  there  are  a  great  number  of  parishes  which 
contribute  littlepr  nothing  to  the  common  fund,  and  consequently  know  nothing 
about  it. 

3752,  If  every  parish  was  rated  equally,  would  that  be  so  ?— TTiey  would 
not  be  so  indifferent  then. 

37r>3-  Is  there  a  good  attendance  of  guardians  at  your  Board  ? — A  very  good 
attendance  usually. 

3754.  Do  the  guardians,  who  are  chosen  from  the  close  parishes,  attend?— 
Yes ;  but  much  less  frequently  than  the  others,  unless  there  is  an  election  of 
officers  going  on. 

3755.  If  they  had  to  contribute  equally  to  the  common  fund  I  suppose  they 
would  attend  more  punctually  ? — Yes,  I  think  so  ;  they  would  take  an  interest 
then  in  those  causes  which  regulate  the  amount  of  the  common  fund,  and  watch 
pauperism  with  more  vigilance. 

3756.  i\t  present  their  interest  is  confined  to  appointments  in  the  parish  ? — 
Yes ;  and  they  will  come  perhaps  to  the  Board  and  swamp  the  votes  of  those 
who  do  the  whole  business  of  the  Board. 

3757.  Sir  jE.  Grogan.']  You  seemed  apprehensive  that  the  conversion  of  union 
irremovability  into  union  settlement  would  deprive  you  of  the  chance  of  ever 
getting  rid  of  the  paupers ;  if  the  same  system  of  union  settlement  and  irre- 
movability prevailed  in  all  the  neighbouring  unions,  would  that,  or  not,  be 
injurious  to  you  ? — You  may  think,  perhaps,  that  the  thing  is  as  broad  as  it  is 
long ;  and  that  if  there  was  an  interchange  of  paupers  having  union  settlement 
from  one  union  to  another,  it  would  be  on  a  scale  of  equality  in  the  long  run. 

3758.  Yes,  in  one  sense ;  do  you  consider  that  you  would  suffer  any  injury 
from  such  a  system  ? — It  is  difficult  to  answer  that  question. 

3759.  Take  the  other  view  of  it ;  would  not  a  man  who  had  a  union  settle- 
ment have  greater  facility  in  obtaining  his  livelihood  if  he  could  go  into  an 
adjoming  union  in  search  of  employment? — Yes;  I  think  it  is  desirable  to 
remove  all  impediments  to  the  free  circulation  of  labour,  if  you  can  do  it  with 
justice  to  the  parishes  upon  which  the  incidence  of  destitution  falls. 

3760.  Then,  assuming  that  there  was  a  revision  of  the  valuation  of  all  the 
parishes,  so  that  they  should  be  put  into  an  equal  scale,  and  assuming  union 
residence  for  the  paupers,  and  that  the  period  of  residence  should  be  three 
years,  or  five  years ;  taking  all  those  circumstances  into  account^  do  you  con- 
sider that  it  would  be  any  positive  injury  to  the  ratepayers  of  the  union  that 
the  irremovability  should  become  a  settlement  ? — I  think,  so  far  as  I  can  judge, 
it  would  be  an  injury  to  the  parishes,  because  it  would  convert  that  which  has 
a  changeable  tenure,  as  to  the  right  to  relief,  into  a  permanent  one. 

3761.  Does  not  that  reduce  the  probability  of  a  labouring  man  becoming 
chargeable  to  the  rates  r—1  do  not  know. 

3762.  By  giving  him  a  greater  sphere  for  his  labour? — It  might,  in  some 
cases,  where  he  was  out  of  employment,  or  work  became  slack,  but  that  is  a 
case  that  occurs  at  all  times,  under  any  condition  of  the  poor. 

3763.  At  present,  if  a  man  who  has  acquired  irremovability  in  a  particular 
parish  goes  to  seek  for  employment  in  another  parish,  and  resides  there,  he 
breaks  his  right  to  irremovability,  does  he  not  ? — Yes,  if  he  removes  altogether 
with  his  family. 

3764.  Under  the  system  that  we  are  speaking  of,  he  would  not  lose  his  right, 
but  there  would  be  an  interchange  between  one  union  and  another,  while  the 
poor  man  would  have  a  greater  opportunity  of  earning  his  bread  ;  taking  that 
into  account,  do  you  think  it  would  inflict  any  injury  upon  your  parish,  sup- 
posing that  system  were  adopted  ? — I  cannot  help  thinking  that  there  might  be 
some  prospective  injury  done  to  the  parish  from  that  change,  from  the  per- 
manent nature  of  the  settlement  that  you  would  give  a  man. 

3765.  Mr.  Dodson.']  Would  not  the  thing  be  balanced  by  the  circumstance, 
that  if  a  man  went  out  of  your  parish,  he  might  acquire  a  settlement  in  another 
parish,  and  thereby  be  taken  off  your  hands  ? — Yes,  that  would  qualify  the 
mischief;  but  I  am  bearing  in  mind  that  the  injury  done  is  to  other  parishes, 
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where  the  facility  is  greater,  and  the  number  of  houses  is  greater,  and  to  which 
people  resort  who  are  working  in  other  parishes. 

3766.  Sir  Edward  Grogan.]  In  the  case  supposed,  it  would  not  be  a  parish, 
but  a  union  ? — Yes,  but  I  think  the  same  rule  would  hold  good. 

3767.  Mr.  Knight.']  Are  not  union  paupers  paid  for  very  much  as  if  they 
were  paid  for  by  each  individual  parish,  or  does  Mr.  Bodkin's  Act  make  much 
difference  as  to  the  charge  for  those  paupers  to  the  respective  parishes?— 
I  think  it  makes  a  material  difference,  so  much  so,  that  when  the  total 
amount  of  relief  has  become  diminished  in  a  year,  I  have  seen  in  some  of  the 
parishes  the  charge  from  the  common  fund  considerably  increased ;  when  the 
total  amount  of  relief  in  the  union  has  been  diminished,  there  will  be  some- 
times, and  not  unfrequently,  a  considerable  increase  of  the  charge  from  the 
common  fund  upon  some  of  the  other  parishes. 

3768.  Is  it  not  true  that  most  of  the  poor  live  in  those  other  parishes  ? 
— Yes ;  a  great  majority  of  them  do. 

3769.  Then  that  increase  would  equally  have  taken  place,  had  the  parishes 
paid  for  every  poor  person  that  resided  in  it  ? — Yes ;  but  that  has  never  been 
the  rule.  After  five  years  residence,  you  have  these  people  irremovable,  but 
then  the  charge  which  they  occasion  upon  the  union  is  paid  as  we  have  said, 
out  of  the  common  fund  in  proportion  to  the  direct  pauperism  of  the  several 
parishes. 

3770.  Mr.  Barron.]  If  all  the  irremovable  poor,  who  are  residing  in  Chester- 
field, were  charged  to  the  parish  of  Chesterfield,  would  that  increase  the  sum 
paid  by  Chesterfield  ? — ^Enormously. 

3771.  Mr.  Knight.]  Are  the  general  rates  for  the  poor  increasing  or  de- 
creasing in  your  union  ? — ^The  whole  charge  has,  I  think,  been  diminished  in 
one  or  two  half  years ;  but  I  think  in  the  last  half-year  it  has  been  a  little 
increased  ;  there  has  not  been  much  difference  in  that  respect ;  the  difference 
is  merely  in  the  incidence  of  the  charge. 


TheRey. 
William  Peach. 

2Q  June  i86o. 


Mr.  Richard  Burrows^  called  in  ;  and  Examined. 

3772.  Chairman.]  WHERE  do  you  reside  ? — In  Nottinghamshire. 

3773.  Are  you  Chairman  of  any  Board  of  Guardians  ? — I  am  Vice-Chairman 
of  the  Basford  Board  of  Guardians. 

3774.  Have  you  been  so  for  some  time  ? — For  three  years. 

3775«  Were  you  a  guardian  also  for  some  time? — Yes ;  for  about  12  years. 

3776.  Mr.  Barrow.]  Had  you  been  acquainted  with  parish  affairs  for  many 
years  before  that  ? — ^Yes ;  before  that  time. 

3777.  You  are  a  farmer,  are  you  not  ? — Yes. 

3778.  As  vice-chairman  of  the  Basford  Board,  have  you  become  perfectly 
acquainted  with  the  working  of  the  present  system  of  averages  ? — I  think  so. 

3779.  And  with  the  common  fund  charges  ? —Yes. 

3780.  Do  you  find  that  those  averages  press  unequally  upon  the  different 
parishes,  according  to  the  rateable  value  ? — Very  unequally. 

3781.  I  perceive  that  the  parish  of  Colwick  is  at  present  averaged  at  1  /.,  and 
its  rateable  value,  as  charged  to  the  county  rate,  is  3,950  /. ;  it  paid  for  the 
last  half-year  for  the  common  fund  charges  1 1  ^.,  and  it  would  have  paid, 
according  to  its  rateable  value,  121  /.  11  ^.?— Yes,  that  is  so. 

3782.  Chairman.]  That  is  a  correct  account,  is  it? — Yes. 

3783.  Is  that  parish  owned  by  a  great  many  proprietors? — It  is  owned  by 
one,  I  believe. 

3784.  Is  it  arable  or  meadow  land  ?— I  believe,  a  great  deal  of  it  is  grass  land, 
and  there  is  arable  land  too. 

3785.  Is  there  any  labour  employed  upon  it? — Yes;  there  are  labourers 
employed  in  the  parish  ;  not  a  great  many,  a  very  few  indeed. 

3786.  Are  there  any  cottages  for  them  there  ? — There  are  a  few  cottages  for 
them. 

3787.  Where  do  they  live?— In  the  neighbouring  parishes  of  Sneinton  and 
Nottingham. 

3788.  Sir  E.  Grogan.]  The  sum  of  121  /.  that  you  spoke  of  is  solely  for  the 
relief  of  the  poof  ? — llie  120  /.  is  what  it  would  pay  as  against  11*. 

3789.  For  the  relief  of  tte  poor? — For  the  common  charges  at  the  rateable 
value. 
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Mn  /L  Burrow.        3790.  Was  the  yaluation  of  this  parish  made  at  the  same  time  with  that  of 

the  adjoining  parishes  ? — I  should  think  not ;   I  do  not  know  when  it  was 

39  Juoc  1860.     made. 

3791.  Mr.  Barrcfw.]  What  is  the  average  of  Thrunqpton  ? — It  is  9  /• 

3792.  What  is  the  rateable  value  ? — £.  1,493. 

3793.  What  has  been  paid  fcHr  the  last  half  year,  upon  the  averages  (ok  the 
common  fund  chains?— jB. 4.  19*. 

3794.  And  what  is  the  sum  that  would  be  paid  if  it  were  charged  at  the  rate- 
able valu^?-£.48.  7*. 

3795.  1  will  next  take  the  pari^  of  Arnold,  what  is  the  average  there  ? — 
£.1,209. 

3796.  What  are  the  common  fund  charges,  according  to  the  averages? — 
£664.  19. 

.3797.  And  what  would  it  be  upon  the  rateable  value  r — £.  271.  7  ^. 

3798.  The  rateable  value  being  charged  upon  all  the  houses  in  Arnold  as 
wdU  as  upon  the  property,  would  come  to  271  /•  7  s.  instead  of  664  L  19  s.f^ 
Yes. 

3799-  Chairman.]  What  is  the  character  of  the  parish  of  Arnold? — ^It  is 
partly  agricultural,  but  the  larger  prc4>ortion  of  the  people  are  employed  in 
stocking  making. 

3800.  Are  there  a  great  many  houses  ? — ^I  do  not  know  the  number  of  the 
houses,  but  there  is  a  large  population. 

380 1 .  Is  there  a  great  number  of  small  houses  ? — ^Yes. 

3802.  Are  all  the  houses  rated?— I  should  think  so;  the  parish^of  Arnold 
is  now  undergoing  a  new  valuation. 

3803.  What  do  people  pay  for  those  houses  in  consequence  oi  the  rates 
being  high  ? — I  do  not  know  what  rent  they  pay  for  the  houses  in  Arnold ; 
they  are  very  poor  houses. 

3804.  But  there  is  no  exemption  of  the  houses  in  that  parish  ;  nirf^hing  of 
the  kind ;  there  cannot  be. 

3805.  So  that  they  either  pay  the  rates  themselves,  or  they  pay  something 
more,  in  rent,  if  they  are  compounded  for  ? — The  rates  are  all  paid  for  by  the 
houses  in  Arnold,  except  they  are  empty,  or  the  people  are  poor. 

3806.  Do  those  who  live  in  that  parish  chiefly  work  there,  or  out  of  it? — 
I  think  generally  the  people  work  in  it. 

3807.  Mr.  Barrow.]  The  pressure  upon  the  occupiers  of  property,  both 
houses  and  land,  in  the  parish  of  Arnold,  is,  under  the  averages,  double  what 
it  would  be  under  the  rateable  value  ? — Yes ;  more  than  double. 

3808.  Are  there  other  parishes  in  your  union  which  are  affected  in  a 
similar  manner,  but  in  smaller  degrees  ? — Yes,  there  are. 

3809.  Under  these  circumstances,  will  you  state  to  the  Committee  whether 
you  think  it  would  be  better  to  continue  the  charge  upon  the  averages,  or  to 
make  an  assessment  upon  the  rateable  value? — It  would  be  much  more  just  to 
make  the  assessment  upon  the  rateable  value. 

38 1  o.  Can  you  state  whether  that  is  the  opinion  of  the  other  members  of 
your  Board  ? — I  can  say  that  it  is  the  opinion  of  a  large  majority  of  them. 

3811.  Including  the  representatives  of  any  of  the  parishes  which  would  be 
adjected  by  the  change  ? — Yes ;  some  of  the  smaller  parishes  would  say  the  same 
thing. 

38 12.  The  guardians  who  represent  those  small  parishes  would  agree  in  that 
opinion  ?--They  would. 

3813.  Chainnan.]  Do  you  know  whether  the  guardian  of  Colwick  would? — 
I  4o  i^ot  know  at  this  moment. 

3814.  Does  he  attend  the  meetings  of  the  Board  much  ? — No  ;  he  does  not. 

3815.  Do  you  think  he  would  attend  oftener  if  his  property  was  rateable  for 
the  common  fund? — i  think  it  is  most  likely  that  he  would. 

3816.  Mr.  Barroto.]  You  live  in  Ruddington,  a  parish  which,  at  present, 
under  the  averages,  pays  fully  as  much  as  it  would  pay  upon  its  rateable  value  ? 
—Yes. 

38 1 7.  You  have,  therefore,  no  personal  interest  in  the  change  r — No  ;  and  yet 
it  is  an  open  parish. 

38 1 8.  Chairman.]  But  there  are  not  many  paupers  in  it  P^There  are  a  con- 
siderable number  of  paupers  in  it ;  but  they  are  generllly  pretty  well  at  work  in 
the  parish. 

I        .        .  3819.  But 
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3819.  But  your  averages  are  not  high  ? — ^They  are  226  /.  Mr.  A  Aurwt. 

3820.  Sir  E.  GroganT]  What  is  the  amount  of  the  rateable  property  r — We       ~— — — 
stand  about  the  middle  of  the  averages,  about  10^318/.   *  >9  '»«  iMo. 

3821.  Mr.  Barrow^  Have  you  any  knowledge  of  the  families  in  your  union 
vtko  are  living  out  of  the  parish  of  their  settlement,  and  then  become  irremovable 
in  either  parishes  under  the  five  years'  residence ;  take  Ruddington  for  example  ? 
— ^Yes ;  we  have  a  considerable  number  in  Ruddington  itself. 

3823.  How  many  families  have  you  in  Ruddington  under  these  circumstances? 
— ^Twenty-one  from  the  next  village  of  Bradmore,  families  ;  there  are  eight  fix)m 
CMtoa  ;  four  from  Bunny,  another  village  tliat  touches  the  parish. 

3823.  Chairman.']  Why  have  they  come  into  that  parish  out  of  the  adjoining 
one  ? — Because  there  are  not  houses  for  them  to  live  in. 

3824.  Used  there  to  be  houses  ? — ^There  used  to  be  more- 

3825.  Do  you  know  why  there  are  fewer  now  ? — I  believe  they  have  in  some 
cases  pulled  down  a  few^  but  not  a  great  many,  that  have  been  puUed  down. 

3826.  Sir  E,  GroganJ]  Have  any  been  built  r — Not  that  I  am  aware  of. 
3827^  Mr.  Barrow.']  Perhaps  iti  some  cases  the  settlement  may  have  arisen 

under tiie  old  hire  and  service  regulation? — I  do  not  know. 

3828.  If  any  of  those  families  became  chargeable,  they  would  be  chai^able 
to  the  common  fund  ? — 1  he  number  of  families  that  i  have  named,  as  living  in 
tiie  parish  of  Ruddington,  coming  from  thoae  other  parishes^  have  not  all  com- 
pleted their  five  years'  residence. 

3829*  Mow  many  of  them  have  comfdeted  their  irve  years*  reddenee  ?—  I 
cannot  say,  but  I  should  imagine  half  of  them. 

3830.  l^e  pauperism  of  those  fsunilies,  if  they  became  charp;eable,  woidd  now, 
vvben  they  have  completed  their  five  years*  residenoe,  be  chargeable  to  the 
common  liind  ?— Yes. 

3831.  And  the  parishes  in  which  tiiey  were  settled  would  be  relieved  alto 
getiaer  ? — Yes,  except  what  they  pay  according  to  the  averages. 

3832.  The  21  families  being  relieved  from  a  parish  like  Bradmore,  makes  a 
Kiious  difference  in  its  averages,  do^  it  not  ? — I  might  observe  that  they  have 
n«t  an  recently  been  sent,  they  have  been  years  in  coming. 

3833.  They  were  settled  in  Bradmore  under  the  old  law,  but  they  have 
become  chu^geable  where  they  are,  and  would  have  been  chargeable  on  Brad- 
more  r — ^Yes. 

3834.  Are  there  other  parishes  similarly  circumstam^d  in  your  union  which 
contain  families  whose  settlement  is  in  other  parishes  ? — No  donbt  there  are  ; 
but  I  am  not  acquainted  with  them  so  thoroughly  ms  wi^  ay  own« 

3^35-  You  beUeve  that  there  are  a  good  many  other  instances,  within  3rour 
miion,  df  lihat  kind  ? — I  am  sure  that  there  are. 

3836.  Would  you  object  to  reduce  the  period  of  residence,  for  acquiring 
irremovability  from  five  years  to  three  years*  continuous  residence,  without 
Telicf  ? — No,  not  if  they  were  charged  according  to  the  rateable  value. 

3837.  Assuming  that  there  would  be  a  change  in  the  law,  and  that  the 
common  fund  charges  were  put  upon  the  rateable  value,  would  you  then  object 
to  reduce  the  period  of  residence,  to  give  irremovability,  from  five  years  to 
three  ? — Not  at  all. 

3838.  What  is  your  opinion  as  to  allowing  irremovability  to  be  extended  to 
residence  in  the  union,  instead  of  residence  in  a  parish  ? — I  should  not  object  to 
that,  under  the  same  conditions. 

3839.  Supposing  that  a  party  had  become  irremovable  in  jrour  union,  and  he 
left  it  for  a  short  time  to  seek  employment  elsewhere,  and  returned  to  it,  you 
would  not  object,  I  presume,  to  his  relief  being  charged  to  your  union  ? — Not 
mider  tbe  same  conditions ;  not  at  all. 

3840.  Chairman.']  Have  you  ever  had  to  coniuder  wliether  you  might  not 
make  more  charges  fall  on  the  common  fund  ?— I  should  not  .care  about  that  if 
the  charge  was  made  upon  the  rateable  value. 

3841 «  The  charge  for  lunatics  has  been  mentioned  as  a  charge  that  might 
properly  fall  upon  the  common  fund  ?— 1  do  not  know  why  in  all  cases  it  should 
IbH  upon  the  common  fund ;  I  should  not  have  thought  that  necessary. 

3842.  It  is  a  misfortune  which  cannot  be  averted  by  any  kind  of  management ; 
'do  you  think  it  would  be  fair  to  cast  the  charge  upon  the  common  fund  ? — 
I  should  not  have  much  objection  to  it. 

0,95.  B  B  4  3843.  It 
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Mr.  B,  B^rrffus.       3843.  It  is  a  heavy  charge  upon  a  parish  having  to  send  a  lunatic  to  an 

June  i860,     ^yl^^  ? — ^^  is  indeed. 

3844.  As  ihe  matter  now  stands;  if  such  a  misfortune  befalls  a  parish  they 
are  immediately  charged  more  for  the  poor  they  have  nothing  to  do  with ;  they 
might  have  two  or  three  lunatics  which  would  figure  at  rather  a  high  sum  in 
their  averages,  and  therefore  they  would  be  charged  more  for  the  common 
fund  ?— Yes. 

3845.  If  a  parish  has  only  one  lunatic,  and  he  is  contributed  for  to  the  com- 
mon fund,  and  there  is  no  other  charge  but  for  the  lunatic,  that  increases  the 
averages,  does  it  not  ? — It  does  not  increase  the  averages  if  he  is  maintained  by 
the  common  fund. 

5846.  Sir  W.  Miles.]  For  instance,  if  in  the  half-year  the  parochial  charge 
was  25  /.,  and  two  lunatics  were  added,  making  50  /.  more ;  in  five  years  hence, 
these  individuals  still  continuing  to  be  lunatic,  you  would  have  60  /.  additional 
taken  into  the  calculation,  from  which  yoiu*  averages  would  be  taken  ? — ^Yes. 

3847.  Therefore,  that  would  greatly  damage  that  parish  ? — ^Yes. 

3848.  Mr.  Barrow.  If  those  charges  were  made  upon  the  rateable  value  of 
the  parishes,  what  is  your  opinion  as  to  the  necessity  of  their  being  re-valued 
on  a  uniform  principle? — It  would  not  do  to  charge  them  upon  the  present 
value,  as  rated  now  ;  a  great  number  of  parishes  require  to  be  rated  afresh. 

3849.  Chairman.']  Do  you  mean  that  there  are  parishes  that  are  valued  upon 
a  different  principle  in  the  same  union? — ^Yes. 

3850.  Do  the  guardians  know  that,  when  they  meet  to  discuss  matters  ? — 
They  must  know  it. 

3851.  Knowing  that,  do  they  not  consider  that  it  is  a  great  hardship,  and 
that  it  must  operate  unjustly  in  some  cases  ? — I  do  not  see  that  it  signifies 
much  to  a  neighbouring  parish  at  what  value  the  other  pays  as  to  rates,  so  long 
as  it  is  only  charged  with  maintaining  its  own  poor. 

3852.  But  one  parish  may  be  assessed  in  proportion  to  its  value,  very  much 
lower  than  its  neighbour  ?  —  It  is  very  often. 

3853-4*  Then  literally,  when  there  is  a  common  charge  they  pay  much  less  ; 
that  is  not  fair  upon  the  rest,  is  it  ? — It  does  not  matter  at  what  value  the  parish 
stands,  according  to  the  present  system  of  maintaining  the  paupers. 

3855.  Do  the  Board  of  Guardians  never  suggest  that  there  should  be  another 
valuation,  in  any  particular  parish  ? — I  do  not  know  that  the  guardians  have 
the  means  of  compelling  another  valuation. 

3856.  Mr.  Knight.]  J  he  common  fund  is  not  rated  upon  the  value  of  a  parish, 
but  upon  the  amount  it  pays  to  the  poor  ? — Yes,  of  course,  according  to  the 
amount  of  the  pauperism. 

3857.  Therefore  it  makes  very  little  difference  to  one  parish  how  another 
parish  raises  its  money,  if  it  pays  its  amount  ? — No,  it  does  not  make  any 
difference. 

3858.  Mr.  Barrow.]  Would  there  be  any  necessity  for  a  re-valuation,  in  case 
the  common  fund  were  charged  upon  the  rateable  value  of  every  parish  ? — I 
cannot  tell  all  the  inequalities  in  the  union ;  but  1  can  speak  as  to  four  or  five. 

3859.  There  is  so  much  inequality,  that  you  are  satisfied  the  assessment  of 
every  rate  should  be  revised  ?—  Certainly. 

3860.  Chairman.]  Would  that  be  very  much  resisted  by  those  parishes  that 
are  undervalued  now  ? — I  cannot  tell. 

3861.  Would  not  great  opposition  be  made  if  a  re -valuation  were  proposed 
upon  a  uniform  basis  ? — I  think  so. 

3862.  Throughout  the  unions  in  the  country  ? — I  think  single  parishes  would 
object. 

3863.  If  they  were  unfairly  rated  ?— No ;  because  they  are  unfairly  rated  now. 

3864.  I  suppose  that  in  a  parish  like  Col  wick  the  proprietor  would  object  ? — 
I  do  not  think  he  would ;  I  think  he  is  rated  to  the  full  value  which  is  proved 
by  the  extraordinary  increase,  they  would  have  to  pay  121  /. 

3865.  The  average  expenditure  for  the  poor  is  1  /.  ? — Yes. 

3806.  Mr.  Beecroft.  Do  you  think  that  a  large  saving  would  be  effected  if  an 
order  of  maintenance  for  the  poor  were  obtained  in  the  place  of  settlement, 
instead  of  an  order  of  removal  to  the  place  of  their  settlement  ? — The  irremov- 
able poor  are  now  charged  upon  a  union  rating. 

3867.  Is  there  not  a  large  expense  incurred  in  removing  the  poor? — But 
they  are  irremovable,  these  are. 

3868.  Mr. 
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3868.  Mr.  Barrow.']  Would  it  be  desirable  that  your  Board  of  GuardianB    Mr,  -R.  Burrows. 
should  have  the  power  of  making  an  order  of  maintenance  upon  the  parishes      

in  which  a  pauper  applying  to  them  for  relief  was  settled,  instead  of  removing      39  June  i860. 
him  ? — I  do  not  quite  see  the  drift  of  the  question. 

3869.  Mr.  Lockhart.']  Are  you  at  much  expense  in  removing  paupers? 
— No. 

3870.  Sir  E.  Grogan.]  How  many  parishes  are  there  in  the  union  with 
which  you  are  connected  ? — Forty-three. 

3871.  What  is  the  total  valuation  of  the  union  ? — £.  174,085. 

3872.  Was  there  any  uniformity  at  the  period  when  those  several  parishes 
were  valued  ?— I  should  think  not. 

3873.  The  valuations  have  been  made  at  all  times,  and  on  all  principles? — 
The  reateable  value  is  obtained  from  the  parish  itself.  The  union  had  no 
authority,  except  lately,  in  the  valuations ;  what  are  made  now  arc  made  by 
the  authority  of  the  gus^ans. 

3874.  What  is  the  extent  of  your  union  ? — 88,920  acres. 

3875.  Chairman.]  Can  you  give  the  Committee  the  whole  of  the  expenditure 
for  the  poor  ? — £.  8,073.  \7s.2\d. 

3876.  Was  that  up  to  Lady-day  last  r— Yes. 

3877.  Is  that  lower  than  it  has  been  ?— Ten  years  before  it  was  8,927  /. 
3^878.  Have  you  increased  in  population  since?— Yes.     From  1831  to  1851 

the  population  has  increased  by  3,000  ;  and  I  suppose  it  has  been  progressing 
upon  something  like  the  same  ratio. 

3879.  I  observe  that,  in  1849,  the  common  fund  charges  were  2,852/.,  and 
in  1859  they  were  3,662  /. — 

3880.  Sir  W.  Miles.]  What  was  the  charge  for  the  settled  poor  in  those  two 
years  ? — I  have  not  got  that. 

3881.  Mr.  H.  Herbert.]  Have  you  any  Irish  in  your  union? — ^Yes,  in  some 
parts  of  the  union. 

3882.  Are  they  in  the  habit  of  applying  for  relief? — Yes ;  not  in  my  neigh- 
bourhood; we  have  none;  but  on  the  other  side  of  Nottingham,  touching 
upon  the  Derbyshire  side,  where  the  collieries  are,  there  are  Irish  people  there, 
that  are  employed  ;  a  good  many  of  them. 

3883.  I  suppose  their  labour  is  considered  very  valuable  ? — Yes,  they  are 
excellent  workmen  in  the  mine  department  of  labour ;  in  the  mines,  and  in 
farming. 

3884.  When  they  apply  for  relief  do  you  oflFer  to  them  the  workhouse  test  ? 
— I  am  not  so  well  acquainted  with  the  method  of  dealing  with  them,  as  I 
should  be  if  I  lived  on  the  opposite  side  of  the  union ;  we  have  them  in  the 
workhouse  very  seldom. 

3885.  Do  they  not  have  to  come  to  the  workhouse  when  they  apply  for 
relief? — Yes ;  but  we  very  seldom  have  any  in  the  workhouse. 

3886.  Have  they  not  a  dislike  to  the  workhouse  ? — Yes ;  they  do  not  like  the 
workhouse. 

3887.  Chairman.]  I  suppose  your  dietary  is  as  good  as  that  of  any  other 
nion  ? — I  believe  so. 

3888.  Mr.  H.  Herbert.]  Do  you  remove  many  of  them  ? — Very  few  are 
removed. 

3889.  Have  you  any  particular  rules  as  to  their  removal,  and  the  mode 
of  removing  them  ? — No ;  I  have  not  any  particular  information  upon  that 
subject. 

3890.  There  have  been  so  few  removals  that  your  attention  has  not  been 
much  called  to  them  r — Yes. 

3891 .  Chairman.]  You  know  that  it  is  not  the  habit  in  your  union  to  remove 
the  Irish  ? — ^There  have  been  instances  of  their  being  removed. 

3892.  Mr.  H.  Herbert.]  Are  you  aware  of  what  steps  are  practically  taken 
when  a  man  or  a  family  are  removed  by  your  Boai*d  of  Guardians  ? — The  usual 
mode  is,  if  they  have  not  resided  there  five  years,  and  are  in  health,  they  are 
liable  to  be  removed,  and  I  suppose  they  are. 

3893.  But  in  what  way  are  they  removed? — I  cannot  tell. 

3894.  Is  there  anybody  responsible  for  the  proper  charge  of  them,  or  do 
they  receive  any  money  to  pay  their  expenses  ? — The  relieving  officer  would  be 
sent  with  them. 

0.95.  C  c  3895.   Chairman.] 
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Mr.  R.  Burroms. 


99  June  i860. 


3895.  Chairman.']  You  are  now  speaking  of  English  paupers,  are  you  not? 
— ^I  suppose  thev  would  be  sent  in  the  care  of  somebody. 

3896.  Mr.  /?•  Herbert.']  How  far  would  the  officer  accompany  them  ?— 
I  cannot  tell ;  I  have  not  had  any  experience,  to  enable  me  to  speak  upon  that. 

3897.  Mr.  Knight.]  Are  you  aware  that  there  has  been  a  very  large  increase 
in  the  real  value  of  property  wherever  the  population  has  increased  r — Yes ; 
I  suppose  there  would  be  an  increase  in  the  value  ;  an  increase  of  houses  would 
be  required  for  the  people  to  live  in. 

3898.  I  find  that  in  Ruddington  the  value  of  real  property  has  increased 
since  1815  from  4,000/.  to  8,000/. ;  and  in  Arnold  it  has  increased  from  5,000/. 
to  12,000  /.,  being  in  one  case  an  increase  of  100  per  cent.,  and  in  the  other  of 
140  per  cent.  That  being  so,  to  what  do  you  attribute  the  great  increase  in 
the  value  of  the  property! — 1  should  not  have  thought  that  there  had  been 
such  an  increase,  and  I  do  not  believe  it  now. 

3899.  I  speak  from  returns  made  by  the  tax  collector  of  Somerset  House  ? 
— If  it  is  an  honest  return  now,  I  do  not  think  it  was  in  1815. 

3900.  Referring  to  the  two  close  parishes  which  you  mentioned,  Colwiek 
and  Thrumpton,  I  find  that  in  Colwiek,  the  population,  which,  in  1801  was  116, 
had  only  increased  in  1851  to  120;  and  that  in  Thrumpton  it  had  only  in- 
creased from  121,  in  1801,  to  133  in  1851.  Then  referring  to  the  property 
tax  return,  I  find  that  whereas  in  1815  the  real  value  of  property  in  Colwiek 
was  4,360  /.,  in  1856  it  was  only  3,950  /.,  showing  a  decrease  of  410  /. ;  and  ia 
Thrumpton  from  1,493  /.  it  has  increased  to  1,515  /. ;  do  you  not  suppose  that 
there  must  be  some  connexion  between  the  increase  of  the  population  and  the 
increase  of  the  value  of  property  ? — Not  further  than  the  houses  that  are  built 
for  them  to  live  in. 

ligoi.  Do  you  think  that  if  the  population  had  remained  the  same  in  those 
close  parishes,  that  a  great  increase  of  value  could  have  taken  place  ? — I  do 
not  believe  any  great  increase  of  value  ;  but  I  do  not  believe  that  Colwiek  is 
worth  less  now  than  it  was  in  1815.  It  is  contrary  to  the  general  tendency  of 
landed  property  to  go  down  in  rent  from  1815  till  the  present  time. 

3902.  Sir  W.  Miles.]  Have  any  new  manufactures  sprung  up  in  Ruddingtou 
of  late  years  ? — People  are  employed  in  stocking  making  and  frame-work 
knitting  ;  partly  in  agriculture. 

3903.  Have  a  good  many  frames  been  set  to  work  between  the  two  periods 
which  the  honourable  Member  has  alluded  to? — Yes. 

3904.  That  may  account  for  the  increase  in  the  value  of  property,  may  it 
not  ? — Yes,  to  a  certain  extent. 

3905.  In  Colwiek,  there  is  much  the  same  number  of  people,  the  value  of 
the  ground  being  nearly  the  same  at  one  time  as  the  other? — Yes, 

3906.  Mr.  Knight.]  I  find  that  the  population  of  Ruddington  from  868  in 
1801,  had  increased  in  1851  to  2,181  ? — Yes. 

3907.  Chairman.]  You  would  be  satisfied  with  the  Act  so  long  as  the  chaise 
for  the  common  fund  was  made  more  just  ? — I  have  no  objection  to  the  charges 
being  increased  upon  the  common  fiind  to  any  extent. 

3908.  You  have  no  objection  to  the  Irremovable  Act  as  long  as  the  common 
fund  is  supported  by  the  rateable  value  ? — No,  I  have  not. 

3909.  Who  is  your  chairman  ? — Mr,  John  Godber. 
Does  he  agree  with  you  in  opinion  ? — I  am  not  certain  as  to  his 


3910. 
opinion, 

—No. 
3912. 
3913. 
39M. 


Do  the  ea:  officio  guardians  much  attend  the  meetings  of  the  Board  ? 

Did  they  do  so  formerly  ? — Not  since  I  have  been  a  guardian. 

Do  they  come  whenever  there  is  an  appointment  to  be  made  ? — No. 

Is  your  Board  well  attended  ? — Yes. 


Mr.  Henry  Holmes,  called  in ;  and  Examined. 

TKi.  H.HoJmc9.        3915.  Chairman.]  YOU  have  been  relieving  officer  of  the  home  district  of 
~— — —      the  Lincoln  Union  ?— Yes. 

3916.  For  some  years  ? — Ye§. 

3917.  You  are  also  Registrar  of  Births  and  Deaths? — Yes. 

391 8.  Have  you  been  in  the  habit  of  relieving  paupers,  who  have  applied  to 
you,  but  who  are  not  settled  in  your  parish  ?— Yes, 

39 '9-  Do 
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3919.  Do  you  find  that  persons  who  apply  to  you,  apply  shortly  after  they      Mr.  H.  B<Ume$. 
have  come  into  the  parish  ?—  No  ;  not  particulary  so.  . 

3920.  How  many  parishes  are  there  ? — It  is  on  the  town  principle  ;  there  are      29  June  i860. 
15  parishes  in  the  town. 

3921.  ITiat  is  Lincoln? — Yes. 

3922.  You  have  made  some  calculation,  have  you  not,  as  to  the  number  of 
paupers  you  remove  ? — Yes^ 

3923.  Showing  how  long  they  have  been  residing  there? — Yes;  the  principal 
part  of  them  have  not  been  residing  probably  more  than  three  or  four  months 
in  the  parish  to  which  they  become  chargable. 

3924.  Have  you  made  any  observation  about  those  people  who  are  not  settled ; 
do  they  often  apply  for  reUef  after  they  have  been  four  years  or  four  years  and 
a  half,  or  do  they  apply  earlier?  — Generally  earlier. 

3925.  Do  you  think  that  if  they  do  not  apply  during  the  first  three  years 
they  do  not  apply  until  they  have  completed  five  years  ? — I  do  not  think  that 
they  know  or  think  much  about  the  length  of  residence  at  all. 

3926.  Not  at  first?— No. 

3927.  Do  you  think  they  make  no  calculation  about  it? — I  do  not  think 
they  do,  until  they  actually  become  chargeable. 

3928.'  When  they  apply  to  you  for  relief,  what  is  your  first  inquiry ;  is  it  as 
to  tile  settlement  ? — After  looking  into  the  circumstances,  I  look  into  the  settle- 
ment ;  very  few  of  them  seem  to  understand  anything  at  all  about  it. 

3929.  You  make  your  inquiry  with  a  view  to  remove  them  ? — Either  to  make 
them  common  fund  cases,  or  as  permanent  cases,  to  be  charged  upon  the 
parishes. 

3930.  Upon  their  parishes? — Yes. 

3931.  But  you  do  remove  them  ?  —Yes,  after  swearing  them. 

3932.  You  do  not  communicate  with  the  parishes  of  their  settlement  to  get 
a  maintenance  for  them  ? — No. 

3933-  Have  you  very  few  of  those  now  ? — Very  few. 

3934-  If  they  apply  for  relief,  and  it  is  not  a  case  of  sickness,  you  remove 
them  ? — ^Yes. 

3935-  Have  you  any  difficulty  in  discovering  whether  they  are  irremovable 
or  not  ? — ^There  is  a  very  great  difficulty  in  getting  up  evidence  about  it. 

3936.  Do  they  not  say  very  generally  that  they  are  irremovable? — Yes; 
they  imagine  or  fancy  that  they  have  resided  so  long  in  the  town>  not  taking 
into  account  the  parish  they  have  become  settled  in  in  the  town. 

39.i7.  Do  you  find  it  very  difficult  to  discover  the  fact  r— Yes,  ver)^  difficult 
indeed. 

3938.  That  is  because  their  residence  has  been  spread  over  such  a  time  ? — 
Yes. 

3939.  If  the  period  were  reduced,  it  would  be  more  easy  to  discover  it  ? — 
I  think  so. 

3940.  1  beUeve  you  have  made  some  observations  with  respect  to  59  paupers 
whom  you  relieved  ? — Who  had.been  sworn  and  removed. 

394 1 .  Have  you  got  any  account  of  the  time  they  had  resided  before  they 
appUed?— I  beheve  that  about  35  of  them  had  been  only  a  very  few  months 
in  the  parish  in  which  they  became  chargeable. 

3942.  Is  this  a  correct  account,  that  of  those  59  who  had  resided  less  than 
one  year  there  were  35;  less  than  two  years.  13;  less  than  three  years,  6; 
less  than  four  years,  4  ;  and  less  than  five  years,  2  ? — Yes. 

3943.  You  infer  from  that  that  persons  generally  apply  before  they  have 
resided  so  long  as  four  years  : — Yes,  I  do. 

3944.  The  greater  proportion  of  your  removals  take  place  under  two  years, 
do  they  not  ? — They  do. 

3945.  What  is  the  population? — About  20,000. 

3940.  That  is  in  the  union  of  Lincoln? — I  mean  in  Lincoln. 

3947.  Are  those  15  parishes  all  in  Lincoln? — Yes,  they  are. 

3948.  In  the  city  ?— Yes. 

3949.  Have  you  any  agricultural  parishes? — I  have  four  country  parishes 
immediately  adjoining  in  my  district. 

3950.  Mr.  Dodson.]  Out  of  the  15  ?— No,  in  addition. 

3951.  Chairman,]  Amongst  the  paupers  you  removed,  do  you  find  that  a 
great  number  have  not  resided  in  the  parish,  and  that  there  has  been  a  break 
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Mr.  JJ.  Hoimes.     in  their  residence  ? — Several  have  resided  in  Lincoln  from  20  to  30  years,  or 

more  than  that. 

tg  June  i860.  3952.  But  there  being  a  great  number  of  parishes  in  the  city,  they  do  not 

remain  in  the  same  parish  sufficiently  long  ? — No. 

3953-  Would  you  object  to  an  amendment  of  the  Act,  that  they  should  reside 
in  Lincoln  or  in  the  union  ? — In  the  union. 

3954*  Suppose  they  proved  a  residence  in  the  union,  they  should  be  irre- 
movable?— Yes. 

3955*  You  would  not  be  afraid  of  an  increased  charge  in  consequence? — 
No. 

3956.  Do  you  speak  the  opinion  of  the  Board  ? — They  have  not  publicly  ex- 
pressed an  opinion  upon  that  matter,  to  my  knowledge. 

3957.  Mr.  Knight.]  I  presume  there  would  be  very  various  opinions? — I 
think  the  majority  of  the  guardians  would  be  of  that  opinion. 

3958.  Sir  fV.  Miles.]  Which  are  the  four  country  parishes  which  adjoin  your 
city  ? — Greetwell,  Cherry  Willingham,  Reepham,  and  Fiskerton. 

3959.  Taking  those  four  parishes,  do  you  think  the  guardians  would  be  of 
that  opinion  ? — I  think  they  would. 

3960.  Where  do  the  farm  labourers  live  ? — Many  of  them  in  Lincoln. 

396 1 .  Not  in  those  four  parishes  ? — No ;  in  Greetwell  there  is  not  a  hoUse  for 
any  poor  person  to  live  in. 

3962.  Sir  W.  Miles.]  That  is  close  to  Lincoln,  is  it  not  r — Yes. 

3963.  Chairman.]  It  is  a  close  parish,  is  it  not? — I  do  not  know  who  are  the 
owners  now. 

3964.  Are  there  many  proprietors  in  it  ? — No,  only  three  or  four  farms. 

3965.  They  do  not  encourage  cottages? — No. 

3966.  Do  they  pull  them  down? — No  ;  there  have  not  been  any  there  in  my 
time. 

3967.  They  do  not  contribute  much  to  the  common  fund  ? — I  think  not. 

3968.  Sir  W.  Miles.]  If  the  system  were  carried  out  of  permitting  a  person  to 
pass  from  one  parish  to  another  without  losing  his  irremovablility,  you  would  be 
burdened  more  than  they  are  now  by  the  common  fund,  would  they  not  ? — Yes; 
but  if  those  common  charges  were  apportioned  by  the  rateable  value  of  the 
property,  then,  I  think,  the  diflference  would  not  be  so  great. 

3969.  Chairman.]  The  rateable  value  being  much  higher  in  other  parishes  in 
Lincoln  than  in  those  parishes. — Yes. 

3970.  Mr.  H.  Herbert.]  You  spoke  just  now  of  swearing  persons  on  their 
applying  for  relief,  did  you  mean  before  a  magistrate  ? — ^Yes. 

3971.  It  is  only  in  a  case  when  you  want  to  remove  that  you  swear  them? — 
That  is  all. 

3972.  Do  the  magistrates  always  take  their  depositions  themselves  ? — ^Yes. 

3973.  Have  you  many  Irish  in  your  parish  ? — Several. 

3974.  Do  you  remove  them  ? — Never. 

3975.  Is  their  labour  found  to  be  valuable  1 — Yes. 

3976.  I  suppose  they  sometimes  apply  to  you  for  relief? — Yes,  in  a  case  of 
sickness. 

3977.  Only  in  those  cases  ? — No ;  I  have  been  applied  to  a  few  times,  but  not 
many. 

3978.  You  do  not  find  any  greater  disposition  on  their  part  to  apply  forrelirf 
than  other  persons  ? — I  do  not  believe  they  are  idle  ;  I  believe  they  will  work 
if  they  can  get  it  to  do. 

3979.  When  they  apply  for  relief  is  the  workhouse  test  administered  ?— In 
the  case  of  the  able-bocQed  always ;  they  will  not  go  into  the  workhouse. 

3980.  Chairman.]  Where  do  they  go  to  if  they  do  not  go  into  the  workhouse? 
— I  do  not  hear  much  of  them  again. 

3981.  Do  they  leave  Lincoln  ? — I  do  not  think  they  do;  1  think  they  stick 
one  to  another  pretty  well ;  if  one  is  out  of  work  and  another  is  in  work  the  one 
assists  the  other. 

3982.  Mr.  H.  Herbert.]  I  gather  from  your  evidence  that  as  far  as  your 
experience  goes  you  do  not  find  the  Irish  apply  for  reUef  when  they  have  a 
chance  of  getting  employment  ? — I  do  not  think  they  do. 

3983.  Chairman.]  Do  you  know  how  many  there  are  resident  in  Lincoln?— 
I  should  say  probably  nearly  100  families. 

3984,  What 
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3984.  What  is  your  reason  for  not  removing  them  r — ^The  expense,  I  suppose,    Mr.  H.  Hohnn. 
is  the  reason  in  a  great  measure.  

3985.  It  is  not  considered  worth  while  to  incur  the  expense  ? — No.  29  Jtine  i860. 

3986.  What  would  he  the  expense  ?— I  have  not  any  idea  about  that. 

3987.  You  are  a  relieving  officer? — Yes. 

3988.  Then  you  must  have  Irish  cases  occasionally  to  deal  with  ? — Yes ;  but 
never  removals. 

3989.  With  respect  to  English  removals  you  are  less  scrupulous;  you  do 
remove  them  ? — Yes,  unless  the  distance  is  too  great. 

3990.  I  suppose  you  communicate  with  some  parish  where  they  say  they  are 
settled?— Yes;  we  communicate  with  the  overseer  of  the  parish  to  which  they 
become  chargeable,  and  they  search  out  the  settlement. 

3991.  They  are  obliged  to  admit  that  they  are  settled,  I  suppose  ? — Yes. 

3992.  Do  you  send  any  one  with  them  to  that  parish  ? — Yes ;  unless  we 
receive  notice  from  that  parish  that  this  relief  may  be  paid  for  in  Lincoln  and 
charged  to  that  account,  then  we  do  not  remove. 

3993.  You  have  not  many  cases  of  that  sort? — No ;  but  many  come  back 
again  after  being  removed. 

3994.  Then  they  do  not  become  chargeable  ? — Then  they  are  charged  to  an 
unsettled  account ;  they  are  charged  to  the  union  to  which  they  have  been 
^removed.  • 

3995.  Do  you  not  communicate  again  with  the  overseers  ? — It  is  in  conse- 
quence of  a  communication  being  received  from  them  that  we  pay  the  money  at 
Lincoln. 

3996.  I  suppose  they  do  not  remove  at  the  instigation  of  the  overseers  of 
their  settled  parish ;  for  if  they  come  back  to  the  parish  from  which  they  have 
been  removed  you  might  commit  them  to  gaol  for  so  doing  ? — Yes ;  but  that  is 
never  done. 

3997.  Then  you  receive  communication  from  the  overseer  to  afford  relief? — 
Yes ;  from  the  clerk  of  the  Board  of  Guardians. 

3998.  Sir  W.  Miles.']  You  receive  that  notice  before  the  paupers  come  back  r 
—Certainly. 

3999.  Their  reason,  I  suppose,  for  coming  back  is,  that  all  their  friends  live 
there,  and  the  overseer  of  the  parish  to  which  they  have  been  removed  gives  you 
an  order  to  pay  the  money,  and  you  charge  it  upon  that  parish  ?— Yes ;  all  their 
friends  are  living  in  Lincoln. 

4000.  Mr.  Barrow.']  Did  you  say  that  you  believed  the  guardians  of  the 
Lincoln  Union  would  not  object  to  a  residence  in  the  union,  instead  of  a  parish, 
conferring  irremovability  ? — I  merely  stated  that  I  thought  so. 

4001.  Is  it  not  the  fact  that  the  practice  in  the  Lincoln  Union  is  to  take 
advantage  of  these  breaks  in  residence,  the  different  parishes  running  into 
different  portions  of  streets,  so  that  it  is  next  to  impossible  to  know  the  bounda- 
ries ? — I  think  not. 

4002.  Are  there  not  many  streets  in  Lincoln  in  which  the  houses  on  one  side 
are  in  one  parish,  and  the  houses  on  the  opposite  side  in  another  parish  ? — Yes, 
there  are  five  or  six  parishes  in  one  street. 

4003.  And  breaks  of  residence  occur  from  that  cause? — Yes. 

4004.  When  persons  have  lived  in  Lincoln  for  20  or  30  years,  you  remove 
them  without  scruple,  do  you  not,  to  the  parish  in  which  they  are  settled,  in 
consequence  of  a  break  of  residence  ?— ^Yes. 

4005.  Do  you  allow  them  to  return,  having  an  understanding  with  the 
parishes  of  their  settlement,  that  they  will  pay  for  their  relief? — Yes. 

4006.  But  you  take  out  an  order  of  removal,  in  order  to  have  the  full  benefit 
of  the  break  in  residence  ? — Yes. 

4007.  Chairman.]  Has  it  ever  been  a  matter  of  calculation  whether  it  was 
worth  while  to  incur  the  expense  of  removal  ? — Yes. 

4008.  Yo  do  make  that  calculation  sometimes  ? — I  believe  the  parish  officers 
do. 

4009.  You  would  not  be  afraid  of  an  increase  of  the  charge  if  they  were 
allowed  to  acquire  irremovability  in  the  union,  and  not  in  a  parish  — No. 

4010.  What  do  you  do  with  the  aged  paupers;  have  you  not  many  parish 
houses  in  Lincoln  ? — No ;  there  are  parish  houses  in  the  villages. 

401 1.  Do  you  relieve  people  in  that  way  ? — ^That  is  not  at  fidl  connected  with 
0.95.  c  c  3  my 


Digitized  by 


Google 


2o6  MINUTES  OF  EVIDENCE  TAKEN  BEFORE  THE 

Mr. U.Holmes,     my  duties.     They  are  living  in  those  parish  houses;  still,  although  paupers, 

there  is  no  portion  of  their  relief  taken  out  from  the  rent  of  those  places. 

29  June  i860.  40 1 2.  Have  you  observed  a  great  number  of  labourers  in  the  Lincoln  Union 

who  do  not  belong  to  it,  and  who  go  out  to  work  in  the  agricultural  parishes  ? 

— Many. 

4013.  In  parishes  not  in  the  imion  ? — No,  in  parishes  that  are  in  the  union. 

4014.  What  do  you  do  with  those  persons  if  they  become  chargeable  ? — In 
a  case  of  temporary  sickness,  it  is  upon  the  common  fund. 

4015.  They  are  actually  settled  in  the  agricultural  parish? — Yes. 

40  J  6.  If  they  fall  sick,  being  resident  in  Lincoln^  they  are  charged  upon  the 
common  fund  of  tiiat  union  ? — Yes. 

4(17.  Do  you  ever  remove  a  man  to  a  parish  in  the  union  where  he  is  settled ; 
suppose  he  applies  to  you  for  relief,  and  he  is  settled  in  some  one  parish  of  the 
union,  do  you  remove  him  ? — I  believe  there  have  been  cases  where  they  have 
been  removed. 

40  J  8.  Do  not  you  take  steps  to  prevent  a  person  completing  five  years'  resi- 
dence in  a  parish  ? — No. 

40i(;.  You  do  not  encourage  them  to  make  breaks  in  their  residence? 
— j\o. 

4020.  Sir  //'.  Miles.^  Of  necessity  a  poor  man  must  often  break  his  resi- 
dence, either  from  non-payment  of  rent,  or  from  getting  a  chance  of  a  better* 
lodging  ? — They  do. 

402 1 .  In  so  small  a  population  as  that  of  Lincoln,  with  so  many  parishes,  that 
must  be  so  ? — ^Yes,  it  is  so. 

4022.  Chairman.]  I  presume  your  experience  would  lead  you  to  admit  that 
the  poor  very  much  dislike  to  be  removed  r — Very  much  so. 

4023.  In  almost  every  ca^e  it  is  considered  a  hardship,  is  it  not? — Yes. 

4024.  Have  you  fixed  upon  any  period  to  which  you  would  Uke  to  reduce  the 
five  years'  residence ;  should  you  be  disposed  to  say  three  years? — I  believe  we 
should  be  agreeable  to  its  being  reduced  to  three  or  four  years,  instead  of  five ; 
it  would  save  a  great  deal  of  expense  in  the  parishes  that  is  incurred  now  in  the 
removal  of  these  paupers. 

4025.  You  need  hot  remove  them  unless  you  like  ? — No ;  but  then  it  would 
be  a  charge  upon  the  parish,  and  not  upon  the  common  fund. 

4026.  It  would  be  no  grievance  to  your  Board  if  the  period  of  residence  were 
reduced  from  five  years  to  three?— No. 

4027.  Mr.  Dodson.]  Would  they  object  to  reduce  it  to  one? — I  do  not 
know. 

4028.  Have  you  ever  considered  it? — No. 

4029.  Mr  Batcroft.']  Is  the  expense  of  a  pauper  lunatic  paid  out  of  the 
common  fund  r — No  ;  the  pauper  lunatics  are  charged  to  the  parishes  in  the 
event  of  their  being  removeable,  the  same  as  in  all  other  cases. 

4030.  Chairman.]  Are  there  any  parishes  in  which  the  poor  reside  more  than 
in  others  in  Lincoln  ? — Yes ;  in  the  business  parishes  in  the  town  there  are 
very  few  houses  for  the  poor  to  reside  in. 

403 1 .  W  here  the  better  class  of  pecrple  live  ? — Yes,  in  the  centre  of  the  town ; 
and  in  the  Minster  precincts. 

4032.  Can  you  mention  the  parishes  in  which  the  poor  chiefly  reside  r — The 
parish  of  St.  Swithin,  St.  Martin,  St.  Peter,  St.  Nicholas,  and  St  Botolph. 

403 J.  Have  you  the  rateable  value  of  feach  of  those  parishes  ? — No ;  I  am  not 
at  all  acquainted  with  that. 

4034.  Is  the  rateable  value  of  the  other  parishes,  in  which  the  better  class 
of  people  live,  much  higher  than  in  the  dther  parishes? — Yes. 

4035.  And  the  charge  for  the  poor  much  less?— They  have  very  few  resi- 
dent poor. 

4036.  'J  here  are  not  many  poor  bom  there? — No. 

40J7.  Then  those  four  parishes  have  to  pay,  first,  for  the  settled  poor,  and  it 
is  in  those  parishes  where  the  poor  who  acquire  irremovability  dwell  ? — Prin- 
cipally. 

4038.  They  contribute  more  to  their  own  poor,  and  more  to  the  common  fund, 
than  the  other  parishes  r — Yes. 

4039.  The  rateable  value  being  less,  they  have  less  means  to  do  it  with  ? — 
Yes. 

4040.  Has 
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4040.  Has  that  been  observed  upon  at  Lincoln  ? — I  do  not  know  that  it  has     Mr.  H.  Holmet. 
ever  been  brought  forward  as  a  matter  of  business  by  the  guardians,  -— 

4041.  Is  that  thought  to  be  just,  or  does  any  one  desire  to  see  that  system      «9  June  i860, 
altered  ? — Yes ;  I  have  frequently  heard  them  talking  about  it. 

4042.  Sir  JV.  Miles.']  I  suppose  these  would  be  the  guardians  of  those  par- 
ticular parishes  ? — Principally. 

4043.  Chairman.']  It  is  notorious,  however,  that  it  is  so  in  Lincoln  ? — Yes. 

4044.  What  amendment  of  the  law  would  you  suggest  in  order  to  meet  that  ? 
— 'ITiat  those  parishes  should  be  charged,  not  upon  the  averages  to  the 
common  fund,  but  upon  the  rateable  value  of  the  property. 

4045.  All  the  parishes  in  the  Lincoln  union  should  be  so  charged  ? — 
Yes. 

4046.  Do  the  guardians  of  those  better  parishes  attend  at  the  Board? — Not 
so  frequently  as  the  others. 

4047.  Sir  W.  Miles.]  Is  there  a  bad  attendance  of  the  guardians  from  the 
four  out-parishes? — There  is  one  or  two  of  those  parishes,  the  guardians  of 
which  cannDt  be  complained  of  for  their  attendance. 

4048.  Chairman.]  Can  you  state  to  the  Committee  the  number  of  your 
poor  ?  —  1  cannot. 

4049.  Are  you  the  only  relieving  oflScer? — ^Yes,  in  Lincoln  ;  there  are  three 
in  the  union. 

4050.  Sir  fF.  Milejf.]  Of  how  many  parishes  does  the  union  consist  ?— There 
are  86  in  the  union. 

40.5 1 .  Chairman.]  And  there  are  three  relieving  oflScers  ? — Yes. 

4052.  Do  you  think  they  can  investigate  all  the  cases  that  occur? — I  do 
think  that  they  can,  generally. 

4053.  What  s)  stem  do  you  follow ;  do  you  propose  the  workhouse  to  the 
applicants  in  every  case  ? — No ;  we  do  in  the  case  of  the  able-bodied  poor. 

4054.  Then  what  do  you  do,  suppose  they  refuse  to  go  into  the  workhouses ; 
you  do  not  give  them  any  relief,  I  suppose  ? — No. 

4055.  Can  you  decide  upon  a  case  before  the  Board  meets  ? — If  any  portion 
of  the  family  is  sick,  then  we  should  relieve  temporarily  until  the  IBoard 
meets. 

4056.  But  the  guardians  decide  upon  any  case  that  is  doubtful  ? — Yes. 

4057.  Mr.  H.  nerberi.]  They  all  come  before  the  Board  ? — Yes, 

4058.  But  in  a  case  of  emergency  you  give  them  temporary  relief?  —Yes. 

4059.  Chairman.]  Before  the  guardians  meet  you  are  bound,  are  you  not,  to 
inquire  into  all  the  particulars  of  the  case  r — Yes ;  and  report  them  to  the 
Board. 

4060.  Do  you  think  that,  in  86  parishes,  three  relieving  oflScers  are  sufficient 
to  do  the  duty  ? — Yes. 

4061.  Sir  W.  Miles.]  All  the  rest  of  the  parishes  are  purely  agricultural 
parisiies  ? — Yes,  the  small  parishes. 

4062.  And,  at  the  same  time,  they  are  very  little  burdened  with  poor  rates  ? 
—Very  little. 

4063.  Chairman.]  Have  you  any  paper  to  put  in  giving  any  particulars  as  to 
the  Lincoln  Union  ? — No. 

4064.  Mr.  Dodsoji.]  If  it  was  proposed  to  chaise  the  common  fund  upon 
the  rateable  value  of  the  property  instead  of  upon  the  averages  of  the  poor, 
would  there  be  much  opposition  made  by  some  of  the  parishes  ? — I  do  not 
think  there  would ;  I  have  heard  the  question  often  mooted  by  the  guardians^ 
but  1  have  not  heard  of  so  much  opposition. 

4065.  Do  you  think  that  those  parishes  whose  contributions  would  be 
thereby  increased  would  much  object? — They  would  be  a  minority  of  the 
whole. 

4066.  Do  you  think  that  they  would  consider  it  unfair? — They  might,  pro- 
bably, but  I  cannot  tell. 

4067.  Sir  W.  Miles.]  Taking  those  86  parishes,  do  you  think  that  any  one 
of  the  guardians  of  any  particular  parish  would  like  the  rate  to  be  nused  from 
what  it  is  now  in  that  particular  parish  ? — In  his  own  parish,  perhaps  not. 

4068.  Referring  to  those  86  parishes,  excepting  your  own  town,  they  are  all 
rural  parishes,  are  they  not  ? — Some  are  larger  than  others. 

4069.  Still  they  are  very  lightly  burdened  with  poor  rate  ?— No,  some  are 
jrather  heavily  burdened. 

a95.  c  c  4  4070.  Will 
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4070.  Will  you  name  some  of  them  ? — I  should  say  that  they  are  not  in  my 
district. 

4071.  But  in  your  union?— Yes  ;  I  can  mention  Navenby,  Waddington,  and 
Metheringham. 

4072.  How  do  you  account  for  that,  they  are  none  of  them  manufacturing 
villages  ? — No,  but  there  is  more  house  accommodation  in  those  parishes  than 
in  many  of  the  adjoining  one^. 

4073.  They  are  open  parishes  ? — Yes. 

4074.  'ihey  do  not  belong  so  much  to  one  proprietor? — No. 

4075.  Do  you  think  that  the  guardians  of  Navenby,  Waddington,  and 
Metheringham,  would  join  with  Lincoln  ? — Yes. 

4076.  Still  the  greater  proportion  of  the  rural  parishes  Would  object  to  it, 
would  they  not,  as  it  would  throw  a  greater  burden  upon  them? — The  Uabilities 
would  be  greater  upon  themselves  of  course. 

4077.  Mr.  Knight]  You  think  that  those  who  would  gain  would  approve  of 
it,  and  those  who  would  lose  would  not  ?— Those  who  would  gain,  I  am  sure, 
would  approve  of  it. 


James  Chapman  Ouzman,  called  in  ;  and  Examined. 

J.  aOuzman.         4078.  Chairman.]  YOU  are  reUeving  officer  for  the  Newark  Union  ?— For 
the  north  district  of  the  Newark  Union. 

4079.  Sir  fV.  Miles.]  What  parishes  does  that  union  comprise? — Forty- 
nine  parishes,  including  Newark. 

4080.  Chairman.]  You  are  famiUar  with  the  character  of  the  people  who 
obtain  relief  in  Newark  ?  —Yes. 

4081.  Are  there  a  great  number  of  farm  labourers  who  live  in  Newark? — 
Not  so  many  farm  labourers,  as  those  who  work  in  the  plaster  pits ;  there 
are  a  considerable  number  of  farm  labourers  who  work  in  the  adjoining 
parishes. 

4082.  Does  a  great  proportion  of  the  persons  who  would  be  common  fund 
cases  reside  in  Newark  ? — Yes. 

4083.  But  working  out  of  it  ? — Yes,  many  of  them  working  out  of  it ;  some 
in  the  adjoining  union  of  SouthweU,  working  at  Muskham,  Kelham,  and 
Averham. 

4084.  Do  they  reside  in  Newark  ? — Yes  ;  I  have  one  old  man  who  has  worked 
for  more  than  30  years  on  one  farm,  either  in  the  parish  of  Averham  or  Kelham ; 
but  they  immediately  adjoin ;  he  has  a  settlement  in  the  parish  of  Kelham ; 
I  believe  it  was  Kelham  where  he  worked ;  he  is  now  receiving  reUef  from 
our  common  fund ;  he  is  permanently  disabled,  is  blind,  and  irremovable,  on 
account  of  his  residence. 

4085.  Have  these  parishes  many  poor  of  their  own  ? — They  have,  I  dare  say, 
a  good  many  poor  belonging  to  them ;  but  in  the  parish  of  Kelham,  Mr.  Sutton 
has  pulled  down  the  labourers*  houses. 

4086.  Is  he  the  only  proprietor? — I  think  he  owns  the  great  bulk  of  Kelham 
and  Averham  also. 

4087.  What  does  he  contribute  to  the  common  fund  ?— Nothing  to  our  union 
at  all ;  as  Kelham  and  Averham  are  situated  in  the  Southwell  Union. 

4088.  Sir  W.  Miles.]  But  Kelham  joins  Newark,  does  it  not  ? — It  is  within 
two  miles. 

4089.  Can  you  state  to  the  Committee  the  extent  of  those  parishes,  and  the 
rateable  value  of  the  property? — They  are  not  in  my  union;  they  are  in  a 
different  union  ;  I  do  not  know  the  rateable  value  of  them. 

4090.  But  tliis  is  a  charge  which  has  come  upon  you  since  the  passing  of 
the  Irremovable  Act  ? — Yes. 

4091.  Do  you  know  when  the  cottages  were  pulled  down  ? — There  have  been 
three  or  four  pulled  down  in  the  last  three  years. 

4092.  Have  any  others  been  built  up  ?  — Not  that  I  am  aware  of. 

4093.  Chairman*]  How  far  is  this  place  from  where  the  people  go  to  work  ? — 
There  are  some  of  them  who  walk  from  two  to  four  miles,  from  Newark  to  the 
place  of  work ;  we  have  many  living  in  Newark  who  work  in  the  plaster-pits  at 
Hawton ;  which  is  in  the  Newark  Union,  two  miles  from  Newark. 

40^4.  It 
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40^4.  It  is  a  matter  of  necessity  then,  that  they  should  reside  in  Newark  ? —       I-JL___ 
Yes;  because  there  is  not  sufficknt  houses  in  Hawton  to  accommodate  them,      agJuneiSSo. 
or  in  the  other  parishes  where  they  work. 

4095.  Have  you  found  the  irremovable  increase  much  of  late* years? — They 
have  increased  in  number,  but  not  very  much  in  the  last  four  or  five  years. 
,  4096.  Where  do  they  come  from  generally  ? — From  various  parts. 

4097.  Have  you  any  Irish  ? — Very  few  Irish  indeed. 

4098.  Has  any  (pinion  been  expressed  at  your  Board  upon  the  question 
whether  the  Act  should  be  continued  ;  are  they  cm:  not  in  favour  of  it  ?  —I  do 
not  know  whether  they  are  in  favour  of  the  Act  being  continued ;  but  they 
have  presented  a  petition,  I  believe,  to  Paiiiament  to  assess  the  averages  on 
the  rateable  value,  instead  of  on  the  number  of  poor,  as  at  present.  (The  motion 
for  the  petition  passed  on  the  17th  April,  to  be  presented  by  Mr.  Piicke.) 

4099.  Who  signed  that  petition,  the  guardians  of  the  Newark  Union?— I 
believe  the  chairman  sighed  it  on  behalf  of  the  guardians  ;  it  was  proposed  and 
seconded,  and  carried  by  a  majority,  that  the  petition  be  sent  to  Parliament. 

4100.  How  long  ago  was  that  ? — I  think  it  must  have  been  upwards  of  two 
months  since. 

4101.  How  many  parishes  did  you  say  there  were  in  the  Newark  Union  ?— 
Forty-nine  ;  and  I  am  relieving  officer  for  28. 

4102.  Is  the  attendance  pretty  fuU  at  the  meetings  of  your  Board  of 
Guardians?— It  is  very  rare  that  we  have  a  full  Board,  unless  there  is  some 
speeial  business. 

4103.  I  suppose  several  of  these  49  parishes  are  agricultural  parishes? — AH, 
excepting  Newark. 

4104.  They  would  be  affected  differently,  if  the  prayer  of  their  petition  was 
granted  ? — Decidedly.  It  is  very  strongly  opposed  by  those  guardians  whose 
parishes  do  not  pay  much  to  the  common  fund  now ;  there  is  one  parish  l^at 
does  not  pay  anything,  or  to  the  working  charges. 

4105.  Mx,  Knight,']  Which  parish  is  that? — Alverton;  there  are  only  two 
farm  houses  in  the  village  and  two  labourers*  houses ;  but  th^  let  them  have  a 
little  land  to  keep  a  cow  upon,  so  that  they  may  not  become  chargeable  to  the 
parish  at  any  time. 

4106.  And  so  they  have  no  averages  ? — No. 

4107.  How  many  acres  are  there  in  Alverton  ?—  Alverton  and  Kilvington  go 
together ;  there  are  900  acres. 

4108.  How  many  in  Alverton  ? — I  do  not  know  ;  those  two  parishes  are  taken  , 
together ;  there  were  25  inhabitants  in  Alverton,  and  27  in  Kilvington,  at  the 

last  census. 

4109.  Sir  E.  Grogan.]  Are  there  many  proprietors  in  those  parishes  : — Only 
one,  1  believe,  in  each. 

4110.  Chairman.']  Do  you  mean  that  those  people  would  be  on  the  parish  if 
they  did  not  have  those  allotments  ? — ^They  would  undoubtedly  become  charge- 
able in  times  of  sickness,  the  same  as  other  labourers  do. 

4111.  You  have  no  doubt  that  it  is  done  for  the  purpose  of  escaping  any 
contribution  to  the  common  fund  ? — ^Without  a  doubt. 

41 12.  Sir  Tfl  Miles.']  Do  not  you  know,  that  in  some  parts  of  Nottingham, 
very  often  there  is  a  run  given  for  a  cow  ? — Yes. 

4113.  Are  you  sufficiently  acquainted  with  the  circumstances  to  aay  that  it  is 
given  to  them  in  this  case  to  keep  them  off  the  parish  r — I  do  not  know ;  but  in 
the  parish  of  Gotham,  which  is  very  near  to  Alverton  and  Kilvington,  they 
have  cottages  there,  and  I  believe,  if  they  become  chargeable  to  the  pariidi  they 
have  to  forfeit  them. 

41 14.  The  cottages  ?— Yes ;  they  have  to  leave  them  ;  they  hold  them  stt  a 
mere  nominal  rent.  , 

4115.  Chairman.]  Have  you  any  doubt  that  they  give  them  this  feed  for  a 
cow  for  the  same  purpose  ? — No. 

41 1 6.  Sir  W.  Miles.]  You  do  not  say,  that  because  a  person  has  a  cow,  that 
the  cow  is  given  to  him  in  order  to  keep  him  off  the  parish  ? — I  do  not  suppose 
that  he  has  the  cow  given  to  him  ;  they  are  generally  industrious  labourers  who 
are  put  into  these  cottages,  and  they  are  allowed  to  have  so  much  land,  I  forget 
the  extent  of  it ;  but,  if  they  receive  relief  at  any  time,  I  believe  they  are  liable 
to  be  turned  out. 

0.95.  D  D  4117.  Are 
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J.  C.  OiuoMoji.         4^  1 7-  Are  they  not  industrious  people,  and  is  not  this  privilege  given  to  them 

as  a  reward  for  their  industry  ? — I  cannot  say  that.     I  have  had  but  one  appli- 

39  Jnne  i860,      cation  from  that  parish. 

41 1 8.  Does*  not  that  convince  you  that  there  is  very  little  pauperism  ? — ^There 
must  be  very  little  in  that  case. 

4119.  Generally  speaking,  the  labourers  are  well  employed,  and  at  the  same 
time  they  take  good  care  of  their  wages,  and  apply  them  when  their  wives  or 
children  or  themselves  are  sick  ? — Yes :  but  there  are  not  half  enough  labourers 
in  those  places  to  cultivate  the  land.     I  am  speaking  of  Gotham. 

4120.  What  is  the  population  of  Gotham?— Ninety-eight 

4121.  What  is  the  acreage? — 1,210  acres. 

4122.  Except  the  farmhouses,  they  are  every  one  of  them  poor  people? — 
They  are  cottagers. 

41 23.  A  great  deal  of  it  is  grass,  is  it  not  ? — ^Yes ;  grazing  land. 

4124.  How  many  able-bodied  people  are  there,  do  you  think?— I  do  not 
think  more  than  40. 

4125.  How  many  do  you  conceive  it  would  require  for  that  acreage,  con- 
sidering that  a  great  deal  of  it  is  grass,  to  keep  up  good  cultivation  ?— 1  do  not 
know  how  many  would  be  required;  but  1  know  the  fact  that  there  are 
labourers  who  live  at  Bennington  who  work  there. 

4126.  That  is  the  next  parish,  is  it  not? — Ye8,  and  in  the  same  union. 

4127.  Is  it  not  in  your  union  ? — Not  in  my  district. 

4128.  Is  not  Gotham  in  your  district  r — Yes.  Long  Bennington  is  not.  They 
are  both  in  the  Newark  Union. 

4129.  Mr.  //.  Herbert']  Have  there  been  cottages  pulled  down  in  Gotham? 
—Not  in  my  recollection. 

4?  30.  Sir  ff^.  Miles.]  Gotham,  I  believe,  does  not  belong  to  a  single  pro- 
prietor?— I  believe  so. 

4131 .  Mr.  H.  Herbert.]  Are  these  cottages  let  at  a  nominal  rent  ? — ^Yes,  they 
appear  to  be  so. 

4132.  Then  the  tendency  has  been  rather  to  increase  the  cottage  accom- 
modation in  the  parish  than  otherwise? — No;  the  cottages  have  been  built 
where  old  ones  stood. 

4133.  Mr.  Barrow.]  Did  you  not  state  that  some  of  these  parties  were 
allowed  to  keep  a  cow,  and  that  it  was  done  to  keep  down  the  averages,  and 
prevent  them  from  becoming  chargeable  ? — It  is  done  in  order  that  they  should 
not  apply  for  any  relief. 

4134.  Do  not  you  know  that  the  persons  who  are  so  accommodated  with 
land  to  keep  a  cow^  are  so  accommodated  by  the  landlord,  because  he  considers 
them  hard  working,  honest  labourers,  to  whom  the  keep  of  a  cow  would  be  a 
great  benefit? — They  are  the  tenants  of  the  landlord;  they  are  not  the 
tenants  of  the  farmers  ;  they  have  the  holding  from  the  landlord  himself. 

4135.  Mr.  H.  Herbert.]  Then,  that  as  well  as  anything  else  that  is  done  for 
the  social  condition  of  the  labourer,  must  have  a  tendency  to  keep  him  off  the 
rates  ? — Yes,  no  doubt  of  it. 

4136.  It  does  not  follow  that  it  is  done  expressly  for  that  purpose  ? — ^No. 

4137.  Sir  W.  Miles.]  As  relieving  officer,  and  attending  when  you  are  called 
upon  to  state  exactly  what  goes  on  in  your  district,  do  you  stay  in  the  room  to 
hear  what  the  guardians  say  ? — At  the  ordinary  meetings  for  business  I  am 
always  present. 

4138.  During  the  whole  time?  —  Yes,  except  when  there  are  private  or 
special  matters  to  discuss,  then  we  are  ordered  out  of  the  room.  I  believe  it  is 
not  the  custom  in  other  unions  for  officers  to  remain  in  the  room  after  their 
books  are  done.  , 

4139.  Have  you  a  statement  of  the  charges  for  the  irremovable  poor,  and 
the  settled  poor,  for  several  years? — Yes,  for  10  years. 

4140.  Will  you  state  what,  in  the  first  of  those  years,  the  charges  were  for 
your  irremovable  poor,  and  your  settled  poor  r — For  the  irremovable  poor,  in 
the  half  year  ending  March  isso,  the  reUef  amounted  to  342/.  7^-  4  4^.;  the 
relief  to  the  poor,  settled  in  the  various  parishes  of  my  district,  amounted  to 
69lL9s.Sid.  In  the  September  half  year,  the  reUef  to  the  irremovable  poor 
was  369/.  I3s.6id.,  and  to  the  settled  poor,  702  /•  1^.  7^- 

414U  It 
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4141 .  It  has  increased  for  the  irremovable  poor  ? — Yes ;  the  greatest  increase 
was  in  March  1858,  when  the  relief  to  the  irremovable  poor  was  643  /.  8  s.  3rf., 
and  the  settled  poor  1,126/.  4*.  2  J  rf. 

4142.  Chairman.']  You  heard  the  evidence  given  by  Mr.  Holmes.'' — Some 
portion  of  it  only. 

41 43.  Do  you  agree  in  what  he  stated  ? — In  a  great  measure  I  do. 

4144.  As  to  altering  the  period  for  acquiring  irremovability  to  three  years* 
residence  instead  of  five,  and  charging  the  common  fund  on  the  rateable  value,  do 
you  agree  with  him  r — Yes. 


X  C  Ouznuau 


29limei86o. 


Mr.  John  Gillham,  called  in ;  and  Examined. 


4M5 
Union ; 


-The  Portsea  Island     Mr.  J.  GUIhom. 


Chairman.]    FROM  what  union  do  you  come  ?— 
I  have  been  relieving  officer  there  for  seven  years. 

4 1 46.  Have  you  heard  what  the  other  witnesses  stated  ? — Yes. 

4147.  Do  you  agree  with  them  upon  the  subject  of  reducing  the  period  of 
residence  for  acquiring  irremovability  from  five  years  to  three  ? — I  do  not  think 
that  our  Board  of  Guardians  would  approve  of  that. 

4148.  Would  it  increase  the  number  of  your  irremovable  poor  r — Greatly. 

4149.  Where  do  they  come  from? — Any  places  where  labourers  can  be 
found ;  the  Government  contracts,  and  other  public  works,  bring  a  great  many 
labourers  into  the  Portsea  Union,  and  frequently  the  contracts  last  over  three 
years. 

4150.  What  public  works  are  going  on? — Alterations  in  the  dockyards  and 
barracks.  Government  works  chiefly. 

4151.  They  bring  a  great  number  of  strangers  into  your  union  ? — A  great 


many. 

4152. 
greatly. 

4153- 
4154- 


Do  you  think  that  your  poor  have  been  added  to  by  that? — Not 


They  receive  wt^es  ? — Yes. 

You  do  not  think  that  those  men  often  come  upon  the  parish  r — No ; 
but  their  families  often  do  when  they  go  away  and  seek  for  work. 

4155.  Have  you  any  great  number  who  become  irremovable  in  consequence 
of  changing  from  one  parish  to  another  ? — It  is  not  frequent. 

4156.  Mr.  H.  Herbert.]  Does  not  the  place  derive  great  benefit  from  the 
expenditure  made  in  it  ? — Doubtless. 

4157.  Chairman.]  How  many  parishes  have  you  got?— Only  two. 

4158.  Which  are  those? — Portsea  and  Portsmouth. 

4159.  Are  there  many  Irish  in  Portsea  ? — Yes,  a  good  many. 

4160.  Are  they  engaged  upon  the  works  ? — Yes. 

4161.  Do  they  often  apply  for  relief? — No,  except  the  trampers;  we  have 
a  great  many  Irish  trampers. 

4162.  What  do  you  do  with  them?— We  send  them  to  the  workhouse  for 
food  and  lodging  for  the  night ;  they  stay  a  few  days  sometimes  and  then  go 
jaway. 

4163.  Mr.  H.  Herbert.]  Do  you  ever  remove  them? — Yes;  I  effected  one 
Temoval  yesterday  morning. 

4164.  Do  they  state  the  truth  as  to  where  they  are  settled? — They  go 
before  a  magistrate,  and  they  are  sworn  as  to  the  place  of  their  birth. 

4165.  Have  you  any  rules  for  regulating  these  removals  ? — Yes. 

4166.  Have  you  any  rules  for  regulating  the  mode  of  removing  the  Irish 
poor  ? — That  is  regulated  by  statute,  I  believe ;  there  is  a  printed  warrant, 
and  the  regulations  are  printed  on  one  side  of  the  warrant. 

4)67.  Is  the  sum  of  money  to  be  given  to  them,  and  the  mode  of  their 
removal,  regulated  ? — The  relieving  officer  appointed  by  the  warrant,  sees  them 
on  board  the  packet ;  i  saw  one  family  off  yesterday  morning ;  I  paid  the 
clerk  for  the  passage,  and  the  steward  for  the  rations,  and  took  his  receipt. 

4168.  Then  do  you  contemplate  their  arriving  at  whatever  port  they  may  be 
sent  to  without  any  money  iu  their  pockets  ? — Yes ;  we  do  not  give  them  any- 
thing ;  we  give  them  reUef  during  the  period  that  the  removal  is  in  contempla- 
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Mr.  J.  Gmam.    tion,  but  not  anything  when  they  go  away ;  we  put  them  on  board  the  steamer, 

— and  pay  their  expenses  to  Dublin. 

spJnneiSGo.         4169.  Assuming  them  to  be  destitute  when  they  start,  they  must  arriye  at 
Dublin  also  destitute  r — Undoubtedly. 

4170.  Have  you  many  removals  in  the  course  of  a  year? — Not  many ;  per- 
haps not  more  than  one  or  two  in  the  year. 

4171.  Chairman.']  What  should  you  do  with  them,  if  more  applied  to  you  for 
relief? — If  we  had  more,  we  should  remove  them. 

4172.  Mr.//.  Herbert.']  When  they  apply  to  you  for  relief,  do  you  offer 
them  the  workhouse  ? — Not  always. 

4173.  I  do  not  refer  to  trampers,  but  to  the  Irish  who  are  employed  in  the 
works  you  have  mentioned? — We  should  remove  any  able-bodied  man  who 
applied,  unless  it  was  on  account  ol'  sickness. 

4174.  Have  you  had  any  instances  in  which  able-bodied  men  have  applied 
to  you  for  relief? — No. 

4175.  Have  you  not  had  any  experience  of  the  effect  of  the  workhouse  test 
upon  them  ? — No. 

41 76.  Have  you  ever  heard  any  complaints  made  of  their  being  unwiUing  to 
work  when  they  are  there  r — No. 

4177.  I  believe  they  are  generally  considered  to  be  hardworking  men? — I 
never  heard  any  complaints  made  against  them. 

4178.  Mr.  Gregory.]  Do  the  magistrates  sign  orders  of  removal  from  the 
bench  ? — Yes. 

4179.  Do  they  ever  sign  them  at  their  private  houses?— No;  the  examina- 
tion is  taken  in  court. 

41 80.  Chairman.]  Do  the  poor  lose  their  right  to  irremovability  by  passing 
from  one  of  your  parishes  to  the  other  ?  —  Sometimes,  but  not  very  often.  One 
is  a  very  large  parish,  and  the  other  is  a  very  small  one ;  in  the  small  one 

.     there  are  but  few  houses  for  the  poor,  and  they  are  generally  full. 

4181.  Are  they  a  good  sort  of  houses  in  the  small  parish  ?— No;  they  are 
small  tenements,  some  o\  them  in  bad  condition. 

4182.  Do  the  poor  live  in  the  small  parish  ? — No,  not  so  n^uch  as  in  the 
larger  parish. 

4183.  Would  you  prefer  to  have  the  two  parishes  put  together  for  the  sake 
of  the  common  fund,  and  having  the  rateable  value  assessed? — Yes;  I  think 
that  is  the  fairest  plan. 

4184.  Sir  W.  Miles.']  One  is  much  higher  rated  than  the  other  now,  is  it 
not  P^There  is  not  so  much  difference  now ;  there  has  been  a  great  deal  of 
difference. 

4185.  What  were  the  rates  last  year,  as  between  Portsmouth  and  Porfsea? — 
In  Portsea  4  s.  Sd.y  and,  I  thmk,  in  Portsmouth  parish  it  was  5^. ;  but  I  am 
not  quite  certain  about  it. 

41 86.  So  that  Portsmouth  vrsB  somewhat  higher  than  Portsea  ? — Yes ;  the 
small  parish  was  the  highest. 

4187.  Chairman.']  Was  that  4^.  Sd.  in  the  pound? — Yes,  for  the  year,  in 
Portsea. 

4188.  Sir  W.  Miles.]  Does  that  include  other  charges  besides  that  for  the 
relief  of  the  poor  ?— Yes,  the  police  force. 

4189.  How  much  was  paid  for  the  relief  of  the  poor  for  each  of  those 
parishes? — In  Portsea  parish  it  was,  for  the  year  ending  Lady- day  1860 — 

£.  s.  d. 
In-maintenance  -----  7»887  19  6 
Out  relief 12,736  13    4f 


Total    -    -    -  £.  20,624  12    9i 


4190.  Is  that  iw  the  two  parishes? — No»  for  Portsea. 

4191.  What  was  it  for  Portsmouth  ?  -£.  2,868.  %8.  1  {d. 

41*92.  Chairman.]  Is  it  higher  at  Portsmoi^  than  at  Portsea^  upon  the 
whole  expenditure  ? — The  aasessment  upon  the  rateable  value  of  the  property 
is  higher  in  Portsmouth* 
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41 93-  Is  not  the  bulk  of  your  poor  in  Portsmouth  ? — No.  Mr.  J.  omam. 

4194.  InPortsear — Yes.  

4195.  Sir  W.  Miies.l  Are  there  not  in  Portsea  a  great  many  things  that  do  «9  June  1660. 
not  come  into  the  rateable  value  ?— Yes,  and  in  the  town  of  Portsmouth  abo  ; 

the  proportion  of  the  Government  property  not  rated  in  Portsmouth,  is  larger 
than  in  the  town  of  Portsea. 

4196.  Sir  fV.  Miles.']  Can  you  state  to  the  Committee  about  the  amount  of 
property,  being  Government  property,  which  is  not  rated,  both  in  Portsmouth 
and  Portsea? — In  Portsmouth  about  10,000/. ;  in  Portsea  about  37,000  /.  The 
amount  accruing  to  the  rates  from  the  rating  of  Government  property  will  be 
8,000  /.  a  year. 

4197.  Chairman.]  Have  you  a  union  house  at  Portsmouth? — It  is  in  the 
parish  of  Portsea. 

4198.  But  it  is  for  the  union?— Yes. 

4199.  Is  it  full  ? — Yes. 

4200.  Whom  do  you  send  there,  the  aged  and  the  sick  ? — We  send  the  sick ; 
not  chiefly  the  old. 

4201.  Mr.  H.  Herbert.]  How  then  can  you  apply  the  workhouse  test  at  pre- 
sent ? — We  do  not  find  it  necessary  to  apply  it  very  often. 

4202.  Then  the  poor  law  is  rather  laxly  administered  there?— No,  I  believe 
not. 

4203.  But  in  those  cases  where  the  workhouse  test  would  be  necessary,  if 
the  workhouse  is  full,  you  cannot  apply  it  ? — We  are  not  so  full,  but  what  we 
could  apply  it. 

4204.  Chairman.]  Do  you  mean  that  the  people  do  not  go  in,  or  that  you  do 
not  offer  the  workhouse  to  them  ? — If  an  able-bodied  man  and  his  family  applied 
for  relief,  the  guardiaus  would  offer  the  workhouse  test ;  we  should  no  doubt 
find  room  ;  the  cases  are  not  very  frequent ;  we  do  not  (tften  have  a  large  influx 
to  the  house. 

4205.  Are  there  many  cases  in  which  you  offer  the  workhouse,  but  the  people 
do  not  go  in  ? — Occasionally. 

4206.  You  say  that  it  is  only  on  particular  occasions  that  you  even  offer  the 
workhouse  ? — Only  to  the  able-bodied  males. 

4207.  Do  you  give  out-door  relief  to  considerable  extent  ? — Yes. 

4208.  To  able-bodied  men  ? — No  ;  very  few  able-bodied  men  have  out  relief, 
except  in  the  very  worst  weather  of  the  season. 

4209.  What  sort  of  paupers  do  you  relieve  out  of  the  house  ? — The  aged,  and 
widows  and  their  families. 

4210.  Of  which  there  are  plenty,  I  suppose? — Yes. 

4211.  And  deserted  women?— Yes,  sailors  and  marines'  wives,  and  their 
families. 

4212.  Mr.  H,  Herbert.]  How  many  persons  will  your  workhouse  contain  ? — 
1150. 

4213.  Chairman.]  As  far  as  I  understand  your  evidence,  your  chief  object  is 
this  ;  that  you  fear  you  would  have  more  strangers  become  chargeable  if  the 
period  of  residence  to  give  irremovability  was  reduced  ?— Yes. 

4214.  But  that  matter  has  not  been  considered  at  the  Board,  and  you  do  not 
know  that  that  is  the  opinion  of  the  Guardians?— No. 

42 1 5.  And  you  have  not  any  reason  to  give  to  the  Committee,  why  you  expect     • 
that  the  persons,  engaged  upon  the  pubhc  works,  should  become  chargeable  ? 
— ^No,  there  is  no  reason  why  they  should ;  but  their  wives  and  families  would 
be  irremovable,  if  the  men  went  away  to  seek  for  work. 

42 1 6.  The  sailors  and  marines  leave  you  their  wives  to  take  care  of,  do  they 
not  ? — No ;  we  have  no  reason  to  complain  of  them ;  not  many  of  them  leave 
their  wives. 

4217.  Is  it  those  who  are  engaged  upon  the  works  who  do  so  ? — Quite  aa 
many  of  those  as  of  sailors  and  marines. 

4218.  Mr.  Tolkmache.]  You  think  that  if  the  period  were  reduced  from  five 
years'  residence  to  three,  you  would  have  a  considerable  increase  in  the  number 
of  paupers  ? — We  should  not  be  able  to  remove  those  who  came  into  the  town 
to  engage  in  the  public  works ;  there  would  be  an  increase. 

4219.  You  think  that  the  Board  of  Guardians  would  object  to  it  on  that 
ground  — ^Yes. 
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')/lr.  J.  Gillham.        42 20.  Do  many  of  those  who  reside  three  years,  leave  before  they  have 

— completed  five  yearns'  residence  ? — Yes ;  a  great  many. 

29  June  18G0.         4221.  Are  you  quite  sure  of  that?— I  have  no  doubt  of  it. 

4222.  Have  you  many  Irish  ? — Not  a  great  many  on  the  relief. 

4223.  Do  you  think  that  a  considerable  number  of  those  who  reside  there 
now  for  three  years  do  not  reside  for  five,  and  therefore  do  not  gain  irremova- 
bmty?— Yes. 

4224.  Can  you  give  the  Committee  any  idea  of  the  number  ? — Of  the  total 
number  of  applications,  about  10  or  11  per  cent,  have  resided  less  than  five 
years. 

4225.  Have  they  resided  more  than  three? — That  I  cannot  say. 

4226.  It  has  been  stated  in  evidence  by  a  very  experienced  gentleman,  one 
of  the  inspectors,  that  when  these  persons  reside  three  years  they  generally 
make  up  the  five ;  and  the  consequence  is  that  the  number  who  reside  for  three 
years,  and  leave  before  they  have  resided  five,  are  very  few  indeed ;  what  is 
your  experience  on  that  point  ? — My  experience  leads  me  to  beUeve  that  there 
would  be  a  great  many  who  would  become  irremovable  under  three  years,  who 
do  not  under  the  five  years*  arrangement. 

4227.  Have  you  removed  many  persons  who  have  resided  there  for  three 
years  ? — We  do  not  effect  many  removals  ;  in  the  whole  union  there  were  only 
eight  removals  last  year. 

4228.  If  that  is  so,  would  there  be  any  great  increase  in  the  rates  of  your 
union,  supposing  the  irremovabiUty  were  acquired  after  three  years*  residence, 
instead  of  five  ? — Many  are  prevented  fi'om  making  application,  as  they  consider 
themselves  hable  to  be  removed. 

4229.  Are  you  sure  that  those  who  do  not  apply  on  that  ground  have 
resided  there  for  three  years  ? — I  am  not  sure. 

4230.  Chairman.'l  You  have  no  authority  to  express  any  opinion  upon  the 
matter  from  the  Board? — No. 
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MartiSf  3<>  die  Julii,  1860. 


MEMBERS   PRESENT. 


Mr.  Barrow. 
Mr.  Beecroft. 
Mr.  Dodson. 
Mr.  Gregory. 
Sir  Edward  Grogan. 
Mr.  Henry  Herbert. 


Mr.  Knight 

Mr.  Lockhart 

Mr,  Maguire. 

Mr.  Sotheroc  Estcourt. 

Mr.  ToUemacbe. 

Mr.  Villiers. 


The  Right  Hon.  C.  VILLIERS,  in  the  Chaik. 


William  M^Gee^  £sq.^  called  in  ;  and  Examined- 

4231.  CJmimian.']  I  believe  you  are  Chairman  of  the  Board  of  Guardians  at    W.  M'Qee^  Es^* 
Belfast  ? — Yes ;  and  a  magistrate  for  the  county  of  Antrim.  

4232.  You  have  been  so  for  some  years,  have  you  not  ? — I  have  been  a      3  July  1860. 
guardian  for  17  years  and  upwards. 

4233.  You  have  been  in  the  habit,  I  believe,  of  relieving  paupers  who  have 
been  removed  from  England  and  Scotland  to  Belfast  ? — Yes,  we  have  received 
them  into  our  workhouse. 

4234.  The  poor  who  have  been  removed  ? — Yes. 

4235.  They  arrive  at  Belfast  ? — Yes. 

4236.  And  then  claim  relief? — They  apply  to  our  relieving  officers,  at  least  a 
portion  of  them,  who  bring  them  before  the  Board  and  their  cases  are  dealt  with. 

4237.  Do  these  paupers  bring  with  them  a  warrant  of  removal  ? — Some  do  and 
some  do  not ;  latterly  they  have  been  more  correct  in  that  respect ;  we  formerly 
complained  that  paupers  were  removed  without  a  removal  order  or  a  medical 
certiticate,  without  food  or  the  means  of  providing  it,  and  in  such  a  weak  and 
delicate  state  that  there  was  risk  to  life. 

4238.  What  year  are  you  referring  to  now? — 1854.  There  has  been  an 
improvement,  I  may  say,  since  the  year  1 854  ;  I  had  the  honour  of  being  examined 
before  a  Committee  of  this  House  upon  the  question  of  the  removal  of  the  poor 
from  England  and  Scotland  in  that  year.  If  you  would  allow  me,  I  would  read  a 
paper  which  1  have  here,  and  I  can  produce  the  documents  by  which  I  seek  to 
prove  each  allegation. 

4239.  When  the  poor  apply  to  you,  you  are  hound  to  relieve  them  ? — We  are 
bound  to  relieve  destitution  wherever  we  find  it,  without  any  question  as  to  resi- 
dence, other  than  to  ascertain  whether  the  recipient  of  the  poor  relief  shall  be 
charged  to  one  particular  electoral  division  of  a  union,  or  to  the  union  at  large. 

4240.  When  they  apply  to  you  for  relief,  you  satisfy  yourselves,  I  suppose,  where 
they  have  come  from,  will)  a  view  of  occasionally  making  an  appeal? — I  shall 
have  to  make  some  observations  on  the  question  of  appeal ;  but,  of  course,  we 
endeavour  to  ascertain  the  circumstances  under  which  they  have  been  forwarded 
to  Belfast.  I  have  some  documents  that  bear  upon  that  question,  and  I  am  the 
more  anxious  that  that  should  be  fully  understood,  because  the  opinion  that  was 
advanced  by  me  when  I  was  examined  in  1854  upon  the  subject  of  appeals,  as 
there  being  none  from  Scotland,  was  endeavoured  to  be  set  aside;  but,  1  think,  I 
have  now  sufficient  official  evidence  to  show  that  I  was  right  in  the  view  that  I  took. 

4241.  There  is  no  grievance  to  be  complained  of  in  Belfast,  from  the  manner 
in  which  the  poor  are  removed  thither,  your  liability  being  to  relieve  all  poor 
that  apply  ? — We  think  there  is  a  grievance,  and  a  great  grievance. 

4242.  What  do  you  complain  of? — We  conceive  that  persons  are  landed  at 
Belfast  without  reference  to  the  previous  residence  in  England  or  Scotland,  and 
without  reference  to  their  birthplaces,  or  the  place  of  their  last  industrial  residence 
in  Ireland,  if  any. 

4243.  Is  your  complaint  against  the  poor  law  system  in  Ireland,  or  as  to  tlie 
mode  of  removing  the  Irish  to  Ireland  from  England  r — Not  against  the  poor  law 
of  Ireland,  which  we  think  is  well  worthy  of  imitation  by  the  sister  countries,  but 
against  the  laws  ot  England  and  Scotland,  and  the  mode  in  which  they  are 
administered. 
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W.  M*0§e,  Esq.         4244.  At  the  same  time  you  complain  that  paupers  are  landed  at  Belfast^ 

without  reference  to  their  place  of  birth,  or  previous  residence  in  Ireland  ? — ^Yes, 

3  July  i860.       or  the  extent  of  their  residence  in  Scotland  ;  that  is  merely  one  portion  of  our 
complaint. 

4245.  Are  there  any  means  by  which  the  English  authorities  in  the  parishes 
could  ascertain  whether  a  pauper  has  i-esided  or  whether  he  has  been  born  in 
IrelanrI  ?— In  some  cases  I  think  they  might  ascertain. 

4246.  Only  from  the  pauper's  own  statement? — No;  I  think  they  might 
indirectly ;  in  Scotland  they  have  removed  where  they  could  not  have  had 
really  any  statement  from  the  pauper,  the  pauper  beinji»  of  unsound  mind. 

4247.  Do  you  mean  that  when  they  have  removed  in  the  cases  you  have 
referred  to,  they  have  removed  English  imd  not  Irish  ? — Certainly,  they  have 
removed  English  and  Scotch  women  and  children  upon  the  plea  of  desertion  on 
the  part  of  an  Irish  husband ;  and  I  think  I  can  adduce  one  instance  of  a  woman 
born  in  Great  Britain,  after  the  death  of  her  husband,  an  Irishman,  and  we  con- 
sidered that  illegal ;  we  believed  that  her  settlement  was  merely  suspended,  and 
that  she  should  have  resumed  it  upon  the  death  of  her  husband. 

4248.  That  is  a  particular  case  in  which  they  have  acted  not  according  to  the 
law ;  I  presume,  from  your  former  answer,  thj«t  you  are  referring  to  a  class  of 
cases,  or  to  a  number  of  poor  who  are  new  landed  at  Belfast.  As  you  say  that 
you  do  not  complain  of  the  Irish  system,  but  have  <:onipIaint8  to  make  of  the 
English  system,  I  want  to  know  exactly  what  your  complaint  is  ? — ^The  shortest 
answer  will  be  for  me  to  read  this  paper :  '*  We  believe  that  the  most  economicaU 
as  well  as  the  most  equitable,  course  would  be,  entirely  to  repeal  the  laws  of 
settlement  and  removal.  We  further  t>elieve,  that  until  such  repeal  can  be 
effected,  an  industrial  residence  of  three  years  in  England  or  Scotland,  even 
though  not  coi>tinuously  in  oue  parish,  should  confer  a  right  of  irremovability. 
We  tliink  that  the  families  of  soldiers  on  foreign  service,  or  soldiers  who  have 
been  killed  in  action,  or  who  have  been  invalided  for  disease  contracted  on  active 
service,  should  be  irremovable ;  that  lunatics,  and  persons  labouring  under  coa* 
tagious,  dangerous,  or  acute  disease,  should  be  irremovable ;  that  no  person 
should  be  removed  because  of  liis  having  received  or  accepted  medical  treatment 
in  any  hospital,  infirmary  or  lying-in-hospital ;  that,  when  a  pauper  shall  become 
legally  removable,  such  removal  shall  be  made  strictly  in  accordance  with  law, 
and  no  removals  be  made  by  consent ;  that  all  applications  for  removal  orders, 
and  all  adjudications  thereon,  shall  be  made  in  open  court,  and  not  at  the  justices' 
private  residences ;  that  the  removals  shall  be  made  to  the  birthplace  of  the  pauper, 
or  last  industrial  residence,  and  at  the  cost  of  the  district  whence  the  pauper  is 
removed  ;  that  the  removal  order,  accompanied  by  a  medical  certificate,  shall  set 
forth  the  period  of  the  pauper's  residence  in  the  locality  whence  removed,  the 
cause  of  the  destitution,  and  the  nature  and  extent  of  the  parochial  relief  afforded. 
In  cases  of  alleged  desertion ,  there  should  be  an  affidavit  that  desertion  is  real, 
and  not  colourable.*' 

4249.  The  Committee  would  like  to  have  clear  and  distinct  evidence  as  to  the 
charges  you  have  made.  You  have  stated  that  a  number  of  poor  have  been 
removed  without  food,  and  without  money,  and  put  on  board  ship,  and  that  they 
have  arrived  in  a  state  of  disease,  and  some  have  died  on  board  ? — I  stated  that 
formerly  we  complained  of  that ;  I  have  not  those  documents  with  me  now,  having 
used  them  before  the  Cou)mittee  in  1H54. 

4250.  In  1854,  yo"  gave  details  of  those  cases? — Yes;  and,  therefore,  it  is 
that  I  say,  "  we  formej  ly  complained." 

4251.  If  those  cases  do  not  continue  now  to  happen,  will  you  be  good  enough 
to  go  to  those  that  you  state  do  occur  now.  You  have  said  that  you  have  con- 
stant oases  of  paupers  sent  to  Belfiast  without  any  reference  to  the  place  of  their 
birth  r — Yes. 

4252.  Sir  Edward  Grogan.']  Have  any  cases  occurred  recently  erf  paupers 
being  removed  without  being  supplied  witii  food,  and  dying  on  the  passage  ? — 
None.  Very  important  improvements  in  the  administration  of  the  law  have  taken 
place,  I  believe,  chiefly  in  consequence  of  the  movement  made  in  Belfast  relative 
to  that ;  they  are  now  more  strict  in  observing  the  law  year  after  year. 

'4253.  Chairman.]  One  of  the  greatest  abuses  of  which  you  convplain  is,  that 
tile  Irish  are  sent  frcwn  England  and  Scotland  to  Belfast,  without  the  least  refer- 
ence to  their  place  of  birth  ? — I  can  give  you  a  case  of  a  removal  in  violation  of 
the  law  which  has  been  the  subject  of  correspondence. 

4254.  You 
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4254.  You  are  aware  that  the  authorities  are  only  entitled  to  remove  paupers  ^^-  ^^^'^^^»  ^H^ 

to  the  seaport  nearest  to  the  place  of  their  birth?— In  Scotland  there  is  no  such       

provision,  I  believe;  but  in  England  there  is  a  schedule  of  the  ports,  setting       a-Ju^yi^So- 
forth  that  the  [)auper  should  be  removed  to  such  and  such  only  of  those  ports, 

unless  he  otherwise  consent ;  but  in  the  Scotch  law  there  is  no  provision  as  to  the 
port  to  which  they  are  to  be  sent. 

4255.  Do  you  speak  from  any  recent  reference  to  the  Act,  for  I  do  not  remem- 
ber the  words  as  to  the  consent? — In  the  English  Act  there  is  that,  that  if  the 
pauper  consent,  he  may  be  removed  to  any  other  port. 

4256.  Mr.  H.  Herbert.']  What  is  the  date  of  the  case  to  which  you  are  going 
to  refer? — The  10th  of  June  1856;  it  is  an  important  correspondence  bearing 
upon  two  or  three  of  the  points  set  forth  in  what  I  have  read. 

4257.  Sir  Edward  Grogan.]  What  was  the  correspondence  of  which  you  are 
speaking  ? — It  was  a  correspondence  with  the  Poor  Law  Commissioners  and  the 
Board  of  Supervision  in  Scotland. 

4258.  Chairman.]  Do  you  confine  this  charge  to  Scotland  ? — No ;  our  com- 
plaint is  brought  against  the  English  and  the  Scotch  law,  and  the  mode  of  admi- 
nistration, more  especially  against  the  Scotch  law ;  we  have  a  great  number  sent  from 
Scotland.  The  Committee  must  understand  that  the  number  that  I  shall  detail 
to  them  does  not  embrace  anything  like  the  entire  number  deported,  for  many 
of  them  were  intercepted  in  transitu.  Some  of  them  were  sent  back,  not  by  the 
Belftist  board  of  guardians,  but,  I  believe,  by  another  party.  I  do  not  at  all 
vouch  for  the  legality  of  the  proceedings  in  that  case,  but  many,  when  they 
landed,  went  away,  and  did  not  apply  to  our  relieving  officer. 

4259.  Those  you  have  nothing  to  do  with? —  In  the  last  six  years  807  persons 
and  upwards;  Tsay  upwards  (because  one  of  the  books  of  the  relieving  officer 
has  been  lost,  and  we  have  not  the  entire  number),  but  we  have  all  these  on 
record;  they  applied  for  relief,  having  been  deported;  219  from  England  and 
588  from  Scotland;  but  this  is  virtually  short  of  the  number  that  have  actually 
arrived.  Of  those  807,  124  are  entered  in  the  relieving  officer's  books  as  being 
chargeable  to  Belfast. 

4260.  Mr.  Henry  Herbert.']  Out  of  the  807  ? — Yes  ;  of  the  807,  73  were 
aged  60  years  and  upwards. 

4261.  Chairman.]  Did  the  124  fairly  belong  to  Belfast? — Yes,  they  fairly 
belonged  to  Belfast ;  whether  they  were  fairly  removable  is  another  question  ; 
that  they  were  fairly  lelt  at  Belfast  I  admit,  but  whether  they  were  fairly 
removable  to  Belfast  I  cannot  say. 

4262.  Mr.  H.  Herbert.]  Do  you  mean  that  they  came  from  the  Belfast  Union 
originally  ? — I  mean  that  they  were  so  close  to  Belfast,  that  when  they  were 
admitted  they  were  charged  to  the  Belfast  Union  \\\  our  books ;  we  charged 
them  there. 

4263.  Do  you  mean,  by  saying  that  they  were  rightly  sent  to  Belfast,  that  they 
were  natives  of  the  union  of  Belfast,  or  that  Belfast  was  the  nearest  port  to  the 

f)lace  of  which  they  were  natives?—  If  they  were  rightly  sent,  they  were  rightly 
anded  at  Belfast ;  and  thai  was  the  proper  place  to  leave  them  at. 

4264.  Did  you  say  that,  as  to  all  the  rest,  except  the  124,  Belfast  was  not 
the  nearest  port  at  which  they  could  have  been  landed  to  their  native  places  r 
— There  may  be  some  of  them  ;  about  three-fourihs  of  the  whole  should  have 
been  sent  to  some  other  ports.  I  can  produce  a  document,  referring  to  a  case, 
in  which  a  receipt  was  given  for  the  payment  of  the  passage  money  from  a  port 
in  England  to  some  southern  port  in  Ireland,  and  yet  they  were  landed  at  Belfast. 
How,  1  cannot  conceive. 

4265.  Chairman.]  You  stated  that  73  were  aged?  -Seventy-three  out  of  the 
807  were  aged  60  and  upwards. 

4266.  Mr.  H.  Herbert.]  Are  the  Committee  to  understand,  when  you  say  124 
were  rightly  sent  to  Belfast,  that,  although  they  became  chargeable,  still  there 
was  a  grievance  to  Belfast,  inasmuch  as  they  were  not  natives  of  it ;  but  that 
happened  to  be  the  nearest  port  to  the  place  they  were  going  to? — Of  those,  124 
were  properly  left  at  Belfast.  The  whole  question  is,  in  each  case,  whether  they 
were  properly  removable  at  all. 

4267.  Vl'hen  you  say  they  were  properly  lefl,  do  you  mean  that  they  were 
properly  left,  in  the  sense  that  they  were  Belfast  people  who,  if  they  had  never 
gone  to  Scotland  or  to  England,  would  have  been  chargeable  to  Belfast,  or  do 
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tV,  l^GeSf  Esq.    you  mean  that  Belfast  was  the  proper  port,  being  the  nearest  to  the  place  they 

wished  to  go  to? — I  say  that  they  were  properly  chargeable  to  Belfast. 

3  July  i860.  4268.  Sir  JS.  Grogan.]  Did  you  say  that  out  of  the   807  paupers  landed  in 

Belfast  and  chargeable  to  your  union,  there  were  only  124  who  had  strictly  a 
right  to  be  so  landed  ?— I  did  not  say  that,  but  I  say  that  these  124  had  strictly 
a  right  to  be  landed  at  Belfast ;  some  of  them  may  have  been,  for  instance,  from 
Ballymena,  and  the  question  is  whether  they  should  not  have  landed  those  at 
Lame  or  at  Coleraine,  or  at  Londonderry. 

4269.  Chairman,]  Will  you  go  on  with  your  statement  as  to  the  807?— Of 
those  807,  99  were  forwarded  as  if  deserted,  because  of  desertion  or  alleged 
desertion. 

4270.  And  they  were  sent  to  Belfast  because  that  was  the  nearest  place  to  the 
birthplace  of  their  husband? — They  were  sent  from  Scotland  or  England  to  Belfast. 

4271.  Widows  or  people  deserted  ?— In  some  cases;  in  one  or  two;  where 
the  husband  was  in  gaol. 

4272.  Have  you  anything  to  say  as  to  their  being  sent  to  Belfast? — In 
reference  to  their  being  sent,  it  is  merely  a  question  of  desertion  showing  one  of 
the  fertile  sources  of  hardship.  If  a  labourer  goes  away  under  the  plea  of 
looking  for  work,  the  wife  is  obliged  to  ask  for  relief,  and  she  is  removed  as 
though  she  had  been  deserted. 

4273.  Still  she  is  recot;nised  as  a  person  belonging  to  Ireland  ? — ^Yes ;  and 
that  is  one  of  the  cases  that  we  think  are  cases  of  hardship. 

4274.  Do  you  think  they  ought  to  l)e  supported  in  Scotland  or  in  England,  or 
that  they  should  be  supported  in  some  other  place  than  Belfast? — We  think  that 
in  all  such  cases  there  sliould  be  an  affidavit  or  deposition  that  the  desertion  is 
real  and  not  colourable. 

4275.  But  it  is  not  quite  a  case  of  desertion  as  far  as  I  understand  you;  you 
stated  that  the  greater  numher  of  these  cases  were  persons  whose  husbands  were 
in  jail  ?— Not  the  greater  number  ;  very  few. 

4276.  What  do  you  mean  by  colourable  desertion ;  do  you  mean  that  a  man 
goes  away,  and  leaves  a  woman  destitute  ? — ^Yes  ;  I  mean  that  the  man  walks  oflF 
and  leaves  the  woman  destitute,  and  if  she  removes  from  one  parish  to  another, 
and  she  wants  relief,  she  is  immediately  removable  under  the  operation  of  the 
Scotch  law  and  the  English  law. 

4277.  What  have  you  to  propose  to  meet  that  evil? — We  think  that  there 
should  be  no  law  of  removal  or  settlement  at  all,  but  that  three  years'  industrial 
residence,  although  not  continuously  in  one  parish,  should  give  the  privilege  of 
irremovability. 

4278.  To  the  poor  of  a  parish  ? — Yes. 

4279.  Supposing  that  three  years'  residence  were  fixed  as  the  period,  and 
during  that  time  the  husband  went  to  seek  for  work  and  left  his  family  destitute, 
do  you  mean  that  they  ought  to  be  relieved  on  the  spot? — Yes;  but  in  a  case  of 
that  sort  they  would  be  parties  properly  removable  under  certain  restrictions. 

4280.  Ought  they  to  be  removable? — Yes;  until  they  have  done  away  with 
the  entire  law. 

4281.  Supposing  those  people  were  Irish,  according  to  you,  they  ought  to  be 
removable  to  Ireland  ? — Yes ;  I  question,  however,  whether  it  should  embrace 
aliro  the  case  of  an  English  wife  and  English  children,  born  to  an  Irish  husband, 
or  ot  a  Scotch  wife  and  Scotch  children,  born  to  an  Irish  husband. 

4282.  But  those  cases  would  not  spring  from  settlement ;  they  would  be  the 
effect  of  the  intermarriage  ?  —Yes. 

4283.  Mr.  Lockhart.']  Your  complaint  is  against  the  law,  and  of  its  being 
infringed  ? — I  think  1  can  give  cases  of  infringement  of  the  law. 

4284.  Chairman,]  Your  original  charge  was,  that  there  is  a  practice  in  Scot- 
land of  sending  people  wholesale  to  Belfast  without  reference  to  the  law,  and  that 
out  of  the  807,  there  were  a  great  number  sent  to  Belfast  merely  because  tliat 
was  a  place  in  Ireland  ? — You  may  well  understand  that ;  I  cannot  go  over  the 
details  of  the  relieving  officer's  books  to  tot  it  up  ;  but  I  should  say  that  as  nearly 
as  possible  three-fourths  of  the  parties  removed,  were  parties  who  should  not  have 
been  landed  at  Belfast,  so  far  as  the  relieving  officer's  lists  enable  me  to  do  so;  I 
dan  give  you  a  correct  return. 

4285.  I  presume  you  have  been  inquiring  into  this  matter,  and  can  adduce 
proof  of  what  you  have  stated  ? — Yes,  I  have ;  but  I  have  not  gone  over  the 
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relieving  oflBcer's  lists.     I  know  that  the  number  was  much  greater  when  I  was     W^  M^Oee^  Biq, 
examined  before,  about  seven-eighths.     On  a  future  day  I  shall  be  able  to  furnish 
to  the  Commutee  the  precise  number,  so  far  as  the  relieving  officer's  lists,  which       ^  ^"^^  *^*^' 
I  have  compared  with  the  book,  go. 

4286.  You  will  be  able  to  show  that  they  are  improperly  landed  at  Belfast? — 
Not  improperly  landed,  because  it  is  in  accordance  with  the  law;  but  we  conceive 
that  it  is  a  hardship,  not  an  illegality. 

4287.  Why  is  it  not  an  illegality  ? — We  do  not  say  that  it  is  illegal. 

4288.  What  is  your  apprehension  of  the  law ;  is  it  that  they  are  to  be  landed 
at  the  seaport  nearest  to  the  place  of  their  birth?  — My  apprehension  of  the  law 
is,  that  from  Scotland  they  may  be  landed  wherever  they  think  proper ;  the  law 
permits  h.  From  England  ihey  are  to  be  landed  at  the  seaport  nearest  to  the 
place  of  their  birth,  unless  the  pauper  otherwise  consent. 

4289.  Your  charge  is  not  that,  in  deporting  these  people,  they  have  disregarded 
the  law,  but  that  it  is  a  hardship  that  they  should  be  so  deported  ? — Yes,  and 
left  there  ;  I  can  quote  cases  in  which  they  have  acted  in  disregard  of  the  law. 

4290.  When  you  talk  of  three-fourths  of  the  number  having  been  improperly 
landed  at  Belfast,  you  do  not  mean  that  they  have  been  illegally  landed  there  ? 
— No ;  there  have  been  perhaps  some  few  cases  from  England,  because  the  Scotch 
law  permits  them  to  land  them  where  they  please. 

4291.  Mr.  Alaguire.]  You  are  desirous  of  impressing  upon  the  Committee  the 
practical  injury  and  injustice  done  to  Belfast  by  having  a  number  of  persons  thrust 
upon  it  who  have  no  moral  claim  upon  it? — Yes.  A  single  case,  proving  one 
important  point,  1  think  will  be  a  matterof  some  consequence,  and  I  will  proceed, 
if  the  Committee  will  permit  me,  with  the  cases  of  violation  of  the  law,  as  we  term 
it.  There  was  an  application  made  from  Barony  parish,  Glasgow,  in  the  case  of 
an  Irish  pauper,  called  Jerry  Devlin :  "Sir, — The  above  having  become  charge- 
able to  the  funds  of  this  parish  as  a  pauper  lunatic,  and  not  having  any  settlement 
in  Scotland,  proceedings  were  adopted  to  obtain  warrant  to  remove,  in  pursuance 
of  the  Act  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  83,  s.  77,  and  a  warrant  has  accordingly  been  issued 
to  remove  to  Belfast.  Before  executing  the  warrant,  I  have  deemed  it  proper  to 
ascertain  whether  your  union  would  piefer  paying  for  the  pauper's  support  here 
rather  than  having  him  removed,  and  will  delay  for  six  days  on  that  account.** 
We  wrote  back  to  say  that  we  had  no  power  to  expend  any  money  whatever, 
and -told  them  that  the  removal  would  be  made  at  their  own  risk:  **  Belfast 
Poor-law  Union,  25  November  1 859.  To  the  Pi)or-iaw  Commissioners.  Gentle- 
men,— The  guardians  have  to  bring  under  the  notice  of  the  Poor-lawCommissioners 
the  following  case,  in  the  hope  that  effective  measures  may  be  taken  for  putting 
an  end  to  such  heardess,  cruel,  and,  as  the  guardians  believe,  illegal  proceedings." 
On  the  a  letier  to  the  followiug  effect  was  received.  Copy  of 
letter  from  Scotland.     The  guardians  directed  the  clerk  to  reply  as  follows : — 

Copy  of  Mr.  Bryan's  reply. 

"  0n  Friday,  the  18th  of  November,  the  lunatic  in  question  (Jerry  Devhn)  was  brought  to 
the  Be  fast  Workhouse,  in  ihe  custody  of  two  persons,  v%bo  applied  to  Mr.  M*Elherom,  the 
master,  to  give  them  a  receipt  for  the  person  of  said  Devlin,  presentinsr,  at  the  same  time, 
the  document  sent  herewith,  purportinjr  to  be  a  removal  order,  issued  under  the  8  &  9  Vict. 
c.  87,  s-  77  :  the  stalemente  of  Mr.  M*Elherom  and  Mr.  Vance,  the  relieving  officer,  which, 
if  neediui,  can  be  verified  on  oath,  are  also  transmitted  herewith.  From  the  evidence  of 
Mr.  Vance,  it  will  be  seen  that  he  was  violently  assaulted  by  said  lunatic  Devlin,  and  it  has 
in  consequence  been  deemed  proper  by  the  magistrates  that  Devim  sliould  be  placed  under 
restraint,  and  in  safe  custody.  The  jruardians  of  this  union  think  it  now  evident,  that,  not- 
withstanding the  deposition  of  Dr.  Millar,  danger  both  to  tlie  lunatic  himself  und  to  others 
was  incurred  by  his  removal  from  Bam  Hill  Asylum,  where  he  had  been  placed;  and  they 
believe  that  his  removal  therefrom  to  Ireland,  under  the  Scotch  Removal  Act,  S  &  9  Vict. 
c  83,  was  contrary  to  law,  inasmuch  as  the  SO  &  21  Vict.  c.  71,  which  makes  provision  for 
all  matters  concerning  lunatics,  directs  the  mode  of  procedui*e  in  reference  to  them ;  see 
section  86  and  other  sections.  The  guardians  res]  eciiully  request  the  Poiir  Law  Cooimia- 
sioners  to  obtain  the  opinion  of  the  law  officers  of  the  Crown  on  tlie  questioo,  in  order  tUat^ 
if  contrary  to  law,  such  a  practice  may  be  cJiscominutd ;  and,  on  the  other  hand,  that,  if 
legal,  the  law,  so  cruel  in  its  operation,  may  be  amended.  It  must  be  remembereJ  that,  in 
the  case  of  Devlio,  as  in  many  others,  he  has  been  separated  from  his  family,  and  trans- 
mitted to  a  place  where  he  is  an  utter  stranger,  and  trom  whence  his  removal  must  be  diffi- 
cuH  and  daAgesous.'' 
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W.  M*Gee,  Esq.  Mr.  Vance's  statement. 


3  July  18G0  "  ^^*  Vance,  relieving  officer,  states,  that  on  the  18th  instant  two  oflScers,  who  accom- 

panied Jerry  Devlin  from  Glasgow,  came  to  him  at  his  office,  and  told  him  that  the  lunatic, 
Jerry  Devlin,  was  in  the  workhouse,  and  requested  a  receipt,  which  Vance  declined  to  give, 
for  Devlin's  delivery,  but  accompanied  them  to  the  workhouse,  and  found  Devlin  was  there. 
Understanding  that  there  had  been  some  correspondence  in  reference  to  this  case  between 
the  guardians  and  the  inspector  of  Glasgow,  Vance,  the  request  for  the  receipt  of  delivery 
was  again  refused.  Vance  asked  the  two  officers  to  accompany  him  to  the  vice-chairman; 
they  all  left  the  workhouse;  Devlin  followed.  Vance  asked  the  officers  to  take  Devlin  in 
their  care  with  them  to  the  vice-chaimian  ;  they  refused  to  do  so,  saying  they  had  delivered 
him  at  the  workhouse,  and  they  would  have  nothing  more  to  do  with  him.  Mr.  Vance  pro- 
ceeded to  Belfast,  Devlin  following  quietly;  went  to  see  the  vice-chairman  with  Devlin,  and 
while  waitins;  in  tht-  street  Devlin  made  an  attempt  to  escape ;  Mr.  Vance  took  him  quietly 
by  the  arm,  and  told  him  10  wait  until  he  would  see  the  vice-chairman;  Devlin  then  caught 
Vance  by  the  neck-handkerchief,  and  threatened  to  knock  him  down."  i  witnessed  the 
assault,  and,  as  a  magistrate,  I  directed  him  to  be  brought  in,  and,  as  a  summary  mode  of 
dealing  with  it,  that  he  should  be  confined,  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  magistrates,  until 
the  Lord  Lieutenant  would  give  an  order  for  his  reception  in  an  asylum,  if  necessary.  He 
remained  a  certain  time,  under  the  sentence  of  the  magistrates,  in  gaol,  and  then  was 
removed  to  the  warkiiouse.  The  Poor  Law  Commissioners,  having  been  communicated 
with,  in  reply,  state,  *  Wiih  reference  to  your  letter  of  the  26th  of  November  last,  relative 
to  the  removal  of  a  lunatic,  named  Jerry  Devlin,  from  Glasgow  to  Belfast,  the  Commis- 
sioners for  administering  the  Laws  for  Relief  of  the  Poor  in  Ireland,  desire  to  acquaint 
yon,  for  Uie  information  of  the  Board  of  Guardians,  that*they  have  taken  steps  to  bring  the 
subject  under  the  consideration  of  Her  Majesty's  Government.' " 

4292.  Chairman.']  Whatdoyou  consider  that  that  case  establishes? — We  con- 
sider that  it  establishes  the  fact  that  families  were  separated,  which  is  one  of  the 
charges  that  wc  make  ;  we  think  it  illejial,  as  the  bcotch  Lunacy  Law  quoted, 
there  makes  provision  that  these  removals  shall  be  coi.ducted  in  a  particular  way; 
that  the  parties  shall  be  removed  by  an  order  of  the  sheriff  of  the  county,  and 
delivered  up  to  the  sheriff  of  the  county  to  which  removed. 

4203.  What  do  you  allege  in  this  instance  ;  that  they  have  disregarded  the 
laws  in  Scotland  as  to  lunacy? — That  they  separate  families,  and  we  believe  that 
in  this  particular  case  the  law  was  violated,  and  that  the  nmn  should  have  been 
removed  by  an  order  of  the  sheriff,  and  not  by  any  other  authority,  and  delivered 
over  to  the  sheriff  of  the  county  to  which  removed. 

4294.  This  is  a  particular  case  ;  you  do  not  mention  it  as  one  of  a  class  of 
cases  from  which  you  suffer,  or  that  ihey  disregard  the  law  in  Scotland,  and  you 
become  burdened  with  lunatics  ? — It  is  only  quoted  to  prove  a  violation  of  the 
law. 

4295.  Sir  JE.  Grogan.]  You  brought  this  case  under  the  notice  of  the  Poor 
Law  Commissioners  in  Dublin,  and  they  stated  ihat  they  would  submit  it  to  Her 
Majesty's  Government  in  Ireland  ;  have  you  heard  anything  further  of  it? — We 
have  heard  nothing  further  upon  the  subject. 

4296.  Chairman.']  What  was  the  Hate  of  it? — 1859. 

4297.  Mr.  Lockhart.']  This  case  of  the  lunatic  is  still  pending? — We  have 
received  no  reply  so  far  us  I  am  aware. 

4297*.  If  it  is  an  illegal  case,  the  Poor  Law  Commissioners  in  Ireland,  I 
suppose,  will  take  it  up  ? — You  can  see  pretty  well  the  present  hopelessness 
of  it. 

4298.  Mr.  Barrow.]  Any  necessity  to  resort  to  legal  proceedings  is  considered 
by  some  people  as  a  very  great  grievance ;  but  if  there  was  a  legal  order  of 
removal  from  Scotland  delivered  with  this  lunatic,  I  take  it  for  granted  that  you 
had  the  power  of  appealing  against  that  order  if  it  was  illegal,  and  might  have 
exercised  that  power  ? — I  will  come  presently  to  that  very  important  point,  but  a 
difference  of  opinion  existed  before  as  to  whether  we  had  any  rij^ht  of  appeal. 

4299.  Mr.  Lockhart.]  You  received  a  letter  from  Scotland,  saying  that  this 
lunatic  was  to  be  sent  to  you  ;  did  you  take  any  steps  to  ascertain  whether  the  re- 
moval of  the  lunatic  to  you  was  illegal  or  not  ? — We  could  not  take  any  steps  at 
that  time;  we  believed  that  we  had  no  appeal ;  we  wrote  to  state  that  the  Irish 
Poor  Law  Act  did  not  permit  us  to  spend  any  money  in  the  matter. 

4300.  You  did  not  state  to  them  that  they  had  no  right  to  remove  the  lunatic? 
— We  told  them  as  much  as  that  they  had  no  right,  and  that  they  would  remove 
him  at  their  peril. 

4301.  Mr.  H.  Ha^bert.]  The  last  letter  was  dated  on  the  loth  January  i860 ; 
have  you  had  any  communication  since  ? — I  believe  none ;  the  next  case  that  I 

would 
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would  bring  to  the  attention  of  the  Committee  is  the  case  of  Anne  Buchan  ;  the     W.  M*6ee,  Eiq. 

Poor  Law  Commissioners  think  tliai  her  removal  was  not  legal,   and  I  will  read 

their  letter:  ^*The  Commissioners  for  administering  the  Laws  for  Relief  of  the       3  Jaly  1866. 

Poor  in  Ireland  desire  to  state,  for  the  information  ot  the  Board  of  Guardians  of 

the  Belfast  Union,  that  they  recently    received  from  Mr.   Robinson,   Poor  Law 

Inspector,  a  report  relating  to  the  removal  fron)  Scotland   to  Ireland  of  a  wojnan 

named  Anne  Buchan,  who   was  admitted  to   the  Belfast  Workhouse  on    the  4ih 

ultimo^  and  who  is  described  by  Mr.  Robmson  as  being  a  person  of  weak  intellect, 

unable  to  take  care  of  herself,  and  incapable  of  giving  a  correct  and  coherent 

account  of  her  previous  life  and  residence;  and  under  these  circumstances,  Mr. 

Robinson  states  that  he  did  not  administer  an   oath  to   her."     The  Poor  Law 

Inspector  is  the  only  person  who  has  the  power  of  administering  an  oath  at  the 

Board. 

4302.  Chairman.']  This  is  a  case  in  which  it  is  alleged  that  a  pauper  was 
removed  contrary  to  law,  and  your  case  is,  that  you  cannot  get  redress  when  a 
pauper  is  so  removed  ? — I  will  come  to  that  immediately.  "  In  consequence  of 
this  report,  the  Commissioners  addressed  a  letter,  dated  the  i8lh  ultimo,  to  the 
Board  of  Supervision  for  the  Relief  of  the  Poor  in  Scotland,  calling  attention  to 
the  fact  that  the  removal  in  this  case  would  appear  to  have  been  made  whilst  the 
person  referred  to  was  weak-minded,  and  stating  that  there  was  no  evidence  to 
show  that  she  was  medically  examined  previously  to  her  removal,  and  the 
Commissioners  have  received  a  reply  from  the  Board  of  Supervision,  dated  the 
11th  instant,  in  which  it  is  stated  that,  having  inquired  into  the  circumstances  of 
this  case,  they  have  seen  no  reason  to  doubt  that  Anne  Buchan  was  born  in 
Ireland,  and  that  she  was  legally  removable  ;  but  that  it  appears  to  them  that 
the  warrant  for  her  removal  was  not  granted  in  the  manner  contemplated  by  the 
statute,  and  that  the  legality  of  her  removal  may  be  questioned  on  that  ground. 
It  is  further  stated  by  the  Board  of  Supervision,  that  the  attention  of  the  clerk  to 
the  justices  has  been  directed  lo  the  terms  of  the  statute,  which  requires  evidence 
on  oath,  and  which  do  not  appear  to  have  been  adverted  to  by  the  justices."  The 
date  is  the  14th  February  1859. 

4303.  Mr.  Lock/iart.]  Are  you  aware  that  the  Board  of  Supervision  in 
Scotland  have  issued  an  order  to  the  inspectors  with  regard  to  removals  to 
Ireland  ? — I  believe  they  have,  in  consequence  of  some  cases  which  occurred  at 
Belfast;  and  we  have  been  very  anxious,  as  they  have  made  considerable  efforts 
in  improving  the  administration,  that  they  will  go  just  a  little  further,  but  they 
have  made  some  important  improvements. 

4304.  Mr.  Maguire.]  What  have  they  done  ? — They  seldom  or  never  now  send 
a  person  without  a  removal  order,  or  a  medical  certificate;  and  they  sup[;ly  them 
with  food,  and  sometimes  they  give  them  a  small  sum  of  money;  but  latterly,  as 
regards  Glasgow,  they  have  been  either  handing  to  the  pauper  himself  sutBcient 
10  carry  him  on,  or  they  have  forwarded  a  notification  to  one  of  our  relieving 
officers,  stating  that  they  would  be  glad  if  he  would  forward  him  on,  and  they 
would  pay  the  cost. 

4305.  Chairman.]  Do  you  know  anything  about  it,  or  do  you  know  the  reason 
why  that  has  been  done  at  Glasgow  ? — I  think  they  have  seen  the  hardship  of 
the  case,  and  they  are  now  beginning  to  lessen  our  grounds  of  complaint. 

4306.  Mr.  Lockhart.]  Have  not  the  Board  of  Supervision  issued  an  order, 
that  where  the  birth-place  or  parish  to  which  a  pauper  belongs  can  be  ascer- 
tained, the  pauper  should  be  forwarded  to  that  parish  ? — I  am  not  aware  of  that, 
and  I  should  not  have  the  means  of  knowing  it ;  it  has  not  come  under  my 
notice  officiallj',  nor  have  I  heard  of  it ;  it  is  very  probable  that  they  have  done 
so ;  that  may  be  the  cause  of  the  Glasgow  authorities  taking  the  step  that  they 
have  done. 

4307.  Are  you  aware  that  there  are  great  difficulties  in  the  way  of  ascertdining 
the  parish  to  which  a  pauper  belongs  : — Even  officials  themselves  have  a  diffi- 
culty in  defining  the  boundaries  of  a  parish  ;  and  it  is  worse  than  mockery  to 
ask  a  poor  woman  or  man  to  swear  that  he  has  not  obtained  and  retained  a 
settlement. 

4308.  I  thought  you  stated  that  there  was  no  settlement  in  Ireland  ? — Yes. 

4309.  You  are  aware  that  there  is  a  settlement  in  Scotland  ? — Yes. 

4310.  And  that  an  able-bodied  Irish  labourer  can  acquire  a  settlement  in 
Scotland  ? — Yes  ;  but  if  he  goes  into  another  parish,  it  is  lost;  and  if  he  is  away 
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TT.  JiPOee,  Esq.  a  short  time,  and  returns,  he  would  not  resume  his  previous  settlement,  but  have 
■  ■  to  commence  denovo.     I  believe  they  acquire  a  settleuient. 

3  July  i860.  43  n.  What  do  vou  mean  by  a  short  time  ?— That  is  in  the  discretion  of  the 

Scotch  authorities  themselves. 

4312.  I  thought  you  stated  that  you  were  acquainted  with  the  Scotch  law  on 
the  subject? — I  know  what  the  law  of  settlement  is;  but  the  law  says,  the  last 
five  years  previously  to  their  obtaining  relief.  Suppose  a  man  had  worked  for  10 
years  in  a  place,  and  had  gone  away  for  a  montl),  and  returned,  and  became 
chargeable,  the  question  is,  whether  the  law  would  not  permit  them  to  remove 
the  man  ;  and  1  believe  they  have  removed  them  under  those  circumstances. 

4313.  Would  you  be  much  surprised  to  hear  that  if  a  man  has  not  been  four 
years  out  of  a  paribh  in  Scotland,  in  which  he  has  acquired  a  settlement,  he 
cannot  be  removed  ;  that  he  does  not  lose  his  right  of  setdement  there  if  he  has 
not  been  four  years  absent  ? — I  have  heard  the  matter  argued,  but  there  is  a  very 
considerable  difference  of  opinion  ;  the  practice  hitherto  has  not  been  in  accord- 
ance with  that  state  of  the  law.  The  case  of  Anne  Bnchan,  I  believe,  proves 
that  there  was  a  removal  in  violation  of  the  law.  The  Board  of  Supervision 
admit  it ;  ^and  it  proves  something  further,  that  she  was  removed  without  refer^ 
ence  to  her  previous  place  of  birth  ;  she  was  not  able  to  give  any  account  of 
herself. 

4314.  Chairman.]  Except  that  she  was  Irish? — Not  even  that,  as  they  say 
only  that  tl  ey  are  satibfied  she  was  born  in  Ireland. 

4315.  Mr.  BaiTOw.]  Do  not  those  words,  "they  are  satisfied  she  was  born  in 
Ireland/*  imply  that  they  had  obtained  some  legal  evidence  of  it? — It  appears 
that  there  was  no  legal  evidence  taken  ;  the  case  states  so,  and  that  they  have 
seen  no  reason  to  doubt  that  Anne  Buchan  was  born  in  Ireland. 

43.6.  Sir  Edward  Grogan.']  Will  you  be  good  enough  to  state  what  has  been 
the  result  of  that  case  r — I  cannot  tell  you  what  has  been  the  result  of  that  case, 
but  it  is  certainly  clear  that  we  are  obliged  to  take  her  in  and  relieve  her ;  we 
could  not  discharge  her  when  she  was  in  an  unsound  stdte  of  mind  ;  if  she  asked 
for  her  own  discharfze,  we  could  not  give  it  to  her  unless  the  medical  officer 
certified  that  she  was  in  a  fit  state  to  be  discharged.  , 

4317.  Do  you  meon  to  state  that  the  whole  proceedings  connected  with  that 
case  were  ihe  two  letters  which  you  have  read  ? — Yes. 

4318.  Do  you  believe  that  the  pauper  is  still  a  charge  on  the  Belfast  Union  ? 
— I  am  not  sure  of  that. 

4319.  But  she  was  lett  in  charge  at  that  rime? — Yes. 

4320.  Chairman.']  Have  you  not  received  an  answer  to  the  application  of  the  , 
Commissioners? — The  matter  rested  there. 

4321.  Sir  Edward  Grogan.']  Did  you  call  upon  the  Commissioners  in  this 
instance,  when  this  pauper  was  left  in  your  charge,  to  take  any  steps  to  relieve 
you  from  the  charge  ? — Net  in  this  case. 

4322.  Why  not  in  this  case  ? — There  had  been  three  other  cases,  and  we  con- 
sidered it  was  hopeless. 

•  43:23.  You  state  that  you  did  not  apply  for  an  appeal  in  this  case,  because 
you  considered  it  hopeless ;  uhat  was  that  opinion  b.ised  upon? — I  believe  it  was 
based  on  the  opinion  of  the  law  officers  of  the  Crown. 

4324.  Mr.  Maguire.]  Was  it  not  based  on  the  fact  that  you  have  never  got 
redress  yet? — Yes  ;  I  might  say  that  our  reason  for  not  proceeding  in  that  case 
was  based  on  ccriain  correspondence. 

432.5.  Mr.  Lockhart.]  Not  based  upon  the  answer  of  the  Board  of  Super- 
vision, that  though  the  forms,  according  to  law,  had  not  been  strictly  gone  through, 
yet  there  was  no  doubt  that  ^he  was  liable  to  be  removed  to  Ireland?— I  do  not 
think  that  our  reason  was  that ;  I  think  the  reasons  were  the  hopelessness  of  the 
proceeding;  that  all  these  cases  should  be  brought  forward  at  some  lime  for  the 
purpose  ot  having  them  prinicd  and  brought  before  Parliament  if  possible;  I 
think  I  may  say  that  one  reason  for  not  proceeding  in  that  case  was  that  which 
had  taktn  place  in  December  1858. 

4320.  Sir  Edward  Grog  an.]  When  the  Board  of  Supervision  in  Scotland 
stated  that  ihey  iiad  no  reason  to  doubt  she  was  chargeable  to  Ireland,  and  tliat 
it  was  a  rightful  removal,  did  you  consider  it  was  right  to  send  her  to  iklfastf 
— No. 

4527.  Could  that  answer  have  in  any  manner  infloenced  yrar  decmon? — 

Not 
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Not  at  all ;  we  considered  the  case  comparatively  hopeless.     I  will  now  refer  to    IF.  JC^Gae,  E»q. 
another  case,  and  read  a  letter,  dated  the  14th  of  December  1858  :  "  Tiie  Com- 
missioners  for  administering  the  Laws  for  Relief  of  the  Poor  in  Ireland,  desire  to       ^   ^  *^^ 
state,  for  the  information  of  the  Board  of  Guardians  of  Belfast  Union,  that  they 
have  received   a  report  from  their  inspector,   Mr.   Robinson,   relative   to   the 
removal  of  Michael  Gallagher  and  Peter  M'Farlane,  from  Scotland  to  Belfast, 
adverted  to  in  the  Guardians' minutes  of  the  7lh  instant;  and  the  Commis- 
sioners will  submit  the  case  of  Michael  Gallagher  to  the  Board  of  Supervision 
for  the  relief  of  the  poor  in  Scotland,  as  they  think  that  a  great  irrej»ularity  has 
occurred  in  removing  a  lunatic,  on  his  declaration  of  facts."     The  next  letter  is 
dated  the  24th  of  January  1859  •  "  Adverting  to  the  Commissioners'  letter  to  the 
Board  of  Guardians  of  the  Belfast  Union,  of  the  14th  ultimo,  relating  to  the  case 
of  a  roan   named   Michael  Gallagher,  who   was  removed    from    the   parish  of 
Earlston,  near  Edinburgh,  to  Belfast,  the  Commissioners  for  administering  the 
law  for  relief  of  the  poor  in  Ireland  desire  to  state,  for  the  information  of  the. 
Board  of  Guardians,  that,  on  the   14th  ultimo,  they  addressed  a  letter  to  the 
Board  of  Supervision  for  the  relief  of  the  poor  in  Scotland,  stating  that  the  Com- 
missioners had  received  a  report  from  their  inspector,  Mr.  Robinson,  from  which 
it  appeared  that  Michael  Gallagher  is  a  lunatic;  that  he  had  been  several  months 
an  inmate  of  Morningside  Lunatic  Asyliun;  and  that,  having  there  expressed  a 
wish  to  return  to  liis  native  place  (Bundoran,  in  the  county  of  Donegal),  be  was 
taken  from  Morningside,  and  sent  to  Belfast ;  that  the  medical  othcers  of  the      ^ 
Belfast  workhouse  concurred  in  opinion  that  Michael  Grallagher  is  insane,  and 
unable  to  take  care  of  himself;  that  he  had  shown  suicidal  propensities;  and  that 
he  could  not,  with  due  regard  to  his  safety,  be  permitted  to  take  his  discharge 
from  the  workhouse ;  that,  from  the  documents  that  were  given  by  the  removing 
officer  to  the  relieving  officer  of  Belfast  Union,  it  appeared  that  the  order  of 
removal  made  by  the  sheriff  of  Haddington  and  Berwickshire  was  unsupported 
by  any  evidence  whatever,  beyond  the  lunatic's  own  declaration  as  to  his  place 
of  birth,  or  last  legal  settlement,  although  the  77ih  section  of  the  Scotch  Poor 
Law  Act  appears  to  require  evidence,  on  oath,  as  the  foundation  of  an  order  of 
removal ;  and  that  the  Commissioners  would  ieel  oblij^ed  by  being  favoured  with 
the  views  of  the  Board  of  Supervision  on  this  case,  as  it  ap|)eared  to  the  Commis- 
sioners  that  a  great  irregularity  had  occurred  in  ren)oving  a  lunatic  on  his  own 
declaration  of  facts.     The  Commissioners  have  received  communications  from  the 
Board  of  Supervision  respecting  this  case,  dated  the  14th  instant,  in  which  it  is 
stated  that  the  Board,  having  inquired  into  the  circumstances,  see  no  reason  to 
doubt  that  Michael  Gallagher  was   born  in   Ireland,  and  that  he  was  legally 
removaiile  ;  but  that  it  appears  to  them  that  the  warrant  for  his  removal  was  not 
granted  in  tlie  manner  contemplated  by  the  statute,  and  that  the  legality  of  his 
removal  may  be  questioned  upon  that  ground/*    There  the  Board  of  Supervision 
admit  again  that  the  removal  was  not  in  accordance  ivith  ttie  law. 

4328.  In  what  year  was  that? — In  1859;  ^^^^  ^*'^®  immediately  preceding  the 
case  of  Anne  Buchan.  The  next  letter  is  dated  the  31st  January  1859:  "The 
Commissioners  ibr  administering  ttie  Laws  for  the  relief  of  the  poor  in  Ireland 
have  had  before  them  the  resolutions  of  the  Board  of  Guardians  of  Belfast  Union 
on  tlie  25th  instant,  in  reference  to  the  Commissioners'  letter  qf  the  24ih  instant^ 
relating  to  the  case  of  a  man  named  Michael  Gallagher,  a  lunatic,  who  was 
removed  from  the  parish  of  Earlston,  near  Edinburgh,  to  Belfast.  The  guardians 
request  that  the  Commissioners  will  require  the  authorities  of  Morningside 
Asylum,  or  otiiers,  to  whose  province  it  may  belong,  to  relieve  the  union  by  the 
removal  from  Belfast  workhouse  of  Michael  (xallbgher ;  and  they  also  request 
that  the  Commissioners  will  take  such  measures  as  to  them  may  seem  riglit,  so  as 
to  prevent  such  infractions  of  the  law  in  future.  In  reply,  tlie  Commissionem 
desiie  to  state  that  there  is  no  power  of  appealing  against  an  illegal  removal 
from  Scotland.  The  Commissioners,  however,  have  transmitted  a  copy  of  the 
guardians'  resolution  to  the  Board  of  Supervision  for  the  relief  of  the  poor  in 
Scotland,  and  they  will  also  transmit  a  copy  of  the  whole  correspondence  for  the 
information  of  his  Excellency  the  Lord  Lieutentint.''  I  am  desirous  to  show  thai 
our  poor  law  authorities  seem  to  have  taken  the  view  that  there  was  no  appeal^ 
and  it  may  be  argued  that  they  did  not  take  a  correct  view  of  the  law  as  to 
that. 

4329.  Chamnan.]  Are  you  still  of  opinion  that  it  is  hopeless  ?— Yes. 

433^'  Do  you  know  whether  the  Commissioners  consider  themselves  bound  by 
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IF*  M^OeCf  Esq.    the  opinion  given  by  counsel  ? — I  do  not  know.     In  a  letter,  dated  the  1 5th  of  July 
— **"■— ~^        1859,  they  say,  *'  Adverting  to  previous  correspondence  respecting  the  removal  of 
J  July  186a       Michiael  Gallagher,  a  lunatic  from  Scotland  to  Ireland,  the  Commissioners  for 
administering  the  laws  for  relief  of  the  poor  in  Ireland,  forward  herewith  for  the  in- 
formation  of  the  Board  of  Guardians  of  Belfast  Union,  a  copv  of  a  memorial  and 
opinion  of  counsel  thereon,  which  they  have  received  from  the  Board  of  Supervision 
for  the  relief  of  the  poor  in  Scotland."     The  Scotch  authorities  took  the  opinion  of 
counsel  upon  the  subject,  and  forwarded  it  to  the  Poor  Law  Commissioners  in  Ire- 
land, who  sent  it  to  us.     "  Memorial  for  the  Board  of  Supervision  of  the  poor  in 
Scotland.     Counsel  are  referred  to  the  77th,  78th,  and  7gth  sections  of  the  8th 
&  9th  of  Vict.  c.  83,  and  the  loth  section  of  the    10th    and    nth  Vict.  c.  33. 
These  sections  contain  the  provisions  which  regulate  the  removal  of  English  and 
Irish  persons  who  have  not  acquired  settlements  in  Scotland,  and  are  in  receipt 
of  parochial  relief  to  tiie  places  of  their  births  or  last  legal  hettlement.     The  77th 
section  of  the  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  83,  is  more  particularly  referred  to.     The   present 
case  is  submitted  to  counsel  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  their  opinion  upon 
the  following  points  in  reference  to  which  the  Commissioners  for  administer- 
ing tiie  laws  for  relief  of  the  poor  in  Ireland,  have  applied  to  the  memorialsts 
for  information  and  advice.     The  questions  are  stated  in  an  abstract  form,  because 
although  several  cases  have  occurred  upon  which  these  questions  have  a  material 
bearing,  yet  as  these  cases  vary  in  their  circumstances,  it  is  considered  betler  to 
obtain  the  opinion  of  counsel,  without  reference  to  these  special  cases,  upon  the 
proper  construction  of  the  77th  section  generally.     1.  Assuming  that  an  applica- 
tion is  made  to  the  proper  authorities  for  an  order  to  remove  to  Ireland  a  person 
in  receipt  of  parochial  relief,  tmd  who  it  is  alleged  has  not  acquired  a  settlement 
in  Scotland,  and  that  such  person  is  insane,  can  a  legal  order  of  removal  be  granted 
solely  in  respect  of  an  examination  before  the  sheriff  or  justices,  of  such  insane 
person,  touching  his  birth  or  last  legal  settlement,  and  touching  the  existence  of 
a  settlement  which  he  may  have  gained  in  Scotland  ?     2.  Can  such  insane  person 
give  his  consent  to  his  removal  from  Scotland  to  Ireland  so  as  to  justify  the  poor 
law  authorities  here  in  removing  him,  assuming  the  order  referred  to  in  the 
precedinir  question  to  be  legal  ?     3.  Assuming  that  the  person  sought  to  be 
removed  is  sane,  can  a  legal  order  for  his  removal  be  pronounced  solely  in  respect 
of  statements  by  himself,  or  by  others  given  not  upon  oath  be/ore  the  sheriff  or 
justices?     4.  Suppose  the  order  for  the  removal  of  an  Irishman  from  Scotland  to 
be  illegal  upon  the  grounds  indicated  in  the  preceding  questions,  or  in  one  or 
other  of  them,  is  it  competent  to  the  parochial  authorities  in  Ireland,  who  thereby- 
become  burdened  with  his  support,  or  to  those  acting  for  him  as  guardians,  to 
apply  to  the  court  of  session  to  reduce  and  set  aside  the  order  of  femovai?     5.  In 
the  event  of  the  order  being  so  reduced,  or  without  the  necessity  of  such  reduc- 
tion, would  the  court  of  session  compel  the  Scottish  parochial  authorities,  who 
obtained  the  order  for  the  removal  of  such  insane  person  to  Ireland,  to  take  him 
back  to  Scotland  to  the  parish  from  which  he  was  removed,  or  would  the  court 
subject  the  Scottish  parochial  authorities,  in   damages  or  relief,  of  the  sums 
expended  in  Ireland  on  his  support,  or  what  other  relief  could  be  obtained  from 
the  consequences  of  the  illegal  removal  ?" 

4331.  Your  case  was,  that  the  parochial  authorities  had  no  redress  against  an 
illegal  order  of  removal ;  but  the  opinion  of  counsel  corresponds  with  the  opinion 
of  the  Comn)issioners,  as  far  as  I  can  see? — Yes.  It  was  asserted  first  that 
there  was  an  appeal,  and  then,  instead  of  an  appeal,  there  was  a  proceeding  for 
the  suspension  of  the  warrant,  or  reduction  of  the  warrant,  before  execution ; 
but  now  it  appears  that  the  Board  of  Guardians,  they  call  them  the  parochial 
authorities  in  Ireland,  have  no  power  whatever  to  act,  and  the  only  mode  in 
which  relief  could  be  afforded,  would  be  by  an  action  instituted  by  the  pauper 
himself  or  by  his  guardians. 

4332.  The  Committee  have  no  power  to  examine  into  the  state  of  the  Scotch 
law  ;  the  reference  confines  them  to  the  law  of  removal  in  England,  and  I  now 
call  your  attention  to  what  you  stated  you  could  prove,  namely,  that  there  have 
been  illegal  cases  of  removal  from  England  to  Belfast  ? — Yes ;  this  refers 
generally  to  removals  from  both  countries. 

4333-  With  regard  to  Scotland,  there  is  no  power  of  appeal  against  an  illegal 
removal ;  is  that  the  case  with  regard  to  England  ? — ^There  is  an  appeal  in 
England,  upon  lodging  securities  for  costs  in  England.  I  state  that  distinction  ; 
there  is  an  appeal,  but  security  for  costs  must  be  lodged  in  England. 

4334.  Are 
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4334.  Are  there  any  cases  of  illegal  removal  in  which  you   have  obtained     W.M'Gee,Ei»i^ 
redress  ? — We  never  have  obtained  redress  in  any  case.  

4335.  Have  you  sought   it?— lu  the  case  quoted,   we   did;    in  the  Scotch       3Julyi86ow 
case. 

4336.  I  am  referring  now  to  England  ? — I  do  not  know  that  we  have  had  such 
a  case  as  would  authorise  us  to  proceed,  from  England. 

4337.  Have  you  a  single  recent  case  of  an  illegal  removal  to  Belfast? — A 
person  was  removed  to  a  different  port  from  that  to  which  he  had  been  ordered  to 
be  removied. 

4338.  That  was  not  probably  the  fault  of  the  parochial  authorities,  for  you  say 
that  he  was  ordered  to  be  removed  to  another  place  r — ^Yes. 

4339.  I  understand  that  you  have  no  cases  to  u)ention  in  which  people  have 
died  on  board  a  vessel,  or  in  which  they  have  been  deposited  at  Belfast  without 
the  means  of  support ;  or  any  instance  of  cruelty  recently,  resulting  from  summary 
removal  from  England  to  Belfast  ? — I  consider  that  the  term  cruelty  is  too  hard 
a  word  to  use ;  but  cases  of  very  great  hardship  have  occurred  in  the  case  of 
persons  removed  from  England,  after  residing,  perhaps,  20  years,  they  have  been 
landed  at  Belfast  unknowing  and  unknown. 

4340.  Have  you  had  any  instance  since  1854,  in  which  a  person  had  resided 
in  England  20  or  30  years,  about  whom  no  inquiry  had  been  made,  as  to  irre- 
movability, and  who  had  been  sent  to  Belfast? — I  think  the  chief  case  from 
England  was  that  of  their  removing  them,  as  it  is  termed,  by  consent,  to  other 
ports  than  those  named  in  the  schedule.  I  mean  a  case  in  which  they  have  been 
removed  to  a  different  part  than  that  to  which  they  have  been  directed  to  be 
removed.  It  will  be  said,  probably,  that  that  was  strictly  the  fault  of  the  parties 
who  had  charge  of  them  afterwards ;  but  in  removals  from  England,  from  some 
of  the  ports,  the  captain  of  the  steauier  which  is  to  convey  them  is  made  the  con- 
ducting officer,  in  addition  to  the  officer  who  proceeds  from  the  union  with  them, 
and  we  conceive  that  he  is,  to  a  certain  extent,  accountable  for  these  things. 

4341 .  You  do  not  mention  this  as  a  case  that  is  frequently  occurring  ? — No  ; 
but  there  tnay  be  an  occasional  case  of  that  kind. 

4342.  You  do  not  mean  to  say  that  it  results  from  any  system,  but  that  it  is 
accidental  ? — Yes.  There  was  a  case  of  removal  from  Rothbury,  in  Northumber- 
land, and  we  say  that  it  would  be  cheaper  if  reference  were  had  to  the  charges 
made  for  removal,  and  that  the  parochial  authorities  there  would  be  also  disposed 
to  agree.  This  is  a  case  from  Carlisile,  24tli  November  1859,  **  Received  from 
George  Cowans  the  sum  of  \2s.  for  tare  of  one  woman  and  three  children,  Car- 
lisle and  Dublin  via  Whitehaven."  We  have  had  the  benefit  of  that  woman  and 
children  of  Belfast. 

4343.  Although  she  was  sent  to  DubHn  ? — Yes;  the  document  which  I  hold 
in  my  hand,  sets  forth  the  allowances  to  the  conductors  in  each  case :  **  To  the 
clerk  to  the  justices  for  making  out  the  warrant  of  removal,  55.;  for  each  ex- 
amination of  pauper  or  other  witness  and  duplicate,  35.;  to  the  conductor  for 
his  time  and  trouble,  per  day,  3  s. ;  for  his  maintenance  per  day,  3  s. ;  for  his 
travelling  expenses  per  mile,  the  actual  outlay. 

4344.  That  shows  the  expense  of  removing,  not  the  reason  why  they  were  sent 
to  Belfast  r— No. 

4345.  Mr.  H.  Herbert.]  Of  what  place  was  she  a  native? — She  was  a  native 
of  Belmullet,  in  the  county  of  Mayo,  and  Dublin  would  have  been  the  place. 

4346.  Sir  E.  GroganJ]  Why  ? — The  schedule  says,  that  that  is  the  place  she 
should  be  landed  at. 

4347.  Do  you  not  consider  that  Belfast  is  nearer  to  BelmuUet  than  Dublin  ? — 
I  think  Dublin  is  the  place. 

4348.  Mr.  Barrow.']  Do  you  know  whether  in  that  case,  it  was  at  her  own 
request  she  was  taken  to  Belfast,  rather  than  to  Dublin? — I  do  not  know;  this 
case  was  intercepted,  this  woman  never  applied  to  the  Board  of  Guardians. 

4349.  Sir  JS.  Grogan.]  Did  she  apply  to  your  Board  for  relief? — She  did 
not. 

4350.  You  mentioned  some  arrangement  that  some  of  the  Scotch  poor  law 
authorities  had  made  for  affording  temporary  relief,  such  as  transmitting  a  pauper 
to  the  port  nearest  to  the  place  of  residence,  say  Belfast,  and  that  they  applied  to 
your  parochial  officers  to  assist,  or  to  forward  the  paupers  to  their  homes? — Yes ;  in 
one  case  they  applied  to  us,  saying  that  they  had  given  funds  ;  in  the  case  of  Jane 
Bothwell  or  Duffie  and  child,  Daniel  M*Ewan's  wife  and  three  children,  they  say, 
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W.  M^tkBf  E«q.    **  Sir,  I  beg  to  intimate  that  the  above,  on  being  removed  by  warrant  to-day,  were 

provided  with  a  letter  addressed  to  you,  requesting  that  you  would  be  good  enough 

a  Joly  i86e.  to  pay  their  fares  to  their  several  destiiiations^  which  I  believe,  is  a  little  beyond 
Belfast."  Lurgan  is  a  poor  law  station  not  far  from  Belfast ;  it  was  addressed  to 
our  clerk ;  but  since  that  course  was  pursued,  they  have  taken  a  different  one, 
and  now  they  have  addressed  a  letter  to  one  of  our  relieving  officers. 

43,^1-  What  is  the  last  date? — The  first  date  is  the  17th  January  i860;  the 
last  is  the  10th  April  i860,  in  the  case  of  Edward  Finlay,  wife  and  child,  and 
Robert  Beattie :  '*Sir, — ^The  above  paupers  are,  by  warrant,  being  removed  to 
Belfast  by  this  evening's  steamer.  The  destination  of  the  first-named,  with  wife 
and  clyld,  is  Castleblaney  ;  that  of  the  latter,  is  Randalstown.  I  will,  therefore, 
thank  you  to  forward  them  to  their  respective  places.  I  am  not  aware  of  the 
exact  amount  required  for  the  fores,  but  enclose  post-office  order  for  2  /„  out  of 
which  you  can  pay  them." 

4352.  Are  these  documents  that  you  have  just  read  all  from  the  Scotch 
unions? — Ye»;  all  from  Glasgow^ 

4353^  H^  i^  come  to  your  knowledge  that  any  of  the  English  unions  have 
adopted  a  similar  principle? — ^They  have  not,  I  am  sorry  to  say, 

4354.  Chavrman.']  Can  you  state  to  the  Committee  how  many  paupers  are 
annually  left  at  BeUast,  coming  from  the  English  uniona  ? — At  present  I  can^ 
not^  because  many  of  them  are  intencepted,  and  they  know  that  we  cannot 
forward  them.  Many  of  these  persons  will  apply,  and  we  say,  "  What  do  you 
wantr'  "  I  want  to  get  sent  back  to  Scotland."  "  We  cannot  spend  any  money 
in  sending  you  back,  we  will  take  you  in."  Then  they  cease  to  apply;  those  who 
have  been  sent  over  wish  to  get  back  again;  they  are  sent  improperly,  as  they 
say,  or  rather,  contrary  to  their  wish,  and  they  apply  to  us  to  forward  them,  but 
we  cannot  do  it. 

4355.  Do  you  know  anything  about  the  return  of  paupers  to  Belfast  from 
England :  can  you  state  the  number  for  the  last  year  ?—  I  will  supply  that 

4:356.  I  mean  persons  applying  for  relief  just  deported  from  some  English 
parish  : — Yes ;  applying  to  our  relieving  officers. 

4357-  ^'oti  do  not  know  the  number? — ^Not  at  present. 

4358.  Mr.  Maguire.]  If  you  have  not  a  correct  list  of  the  number  who  have 
applied  to  your  union  for  relief,  can  you  give  the  Committee  an  idea  of  the 
number  of  persons  landed  on  your  quays  from  parishes  in  England,  or  in  Scot- 
land ? — No. 

4359'  Can  you  from  England  alone  r — No. 

4360.  You  say  that  807  within  a  period  of  six  years  have  applied  for  relief; 
do  you  mean  Scotch  and  English  paupers  ? — Yes. 

4361.  Are  you  of  opinion  that  many  times  that  number  have  been  landed 
upon  your  quays  from  England  within  the  space  of  six  years  ? — Many  persons 
have  been  landed  upon  our  quays  from  England  within  six  years,  who  have  never 
made  an  application  to  the  Belfast  officers  or  to  the  relieving  officers. 

4362.  Chairman.]  What  do  you  know  of  those  who  do  not  apply  for  relief? 
— You  will  have,  I  believe,  all  that  evidence  from  Captain  M*Bride. 

4363.  You  have  no  means  of  knowing  what  number  of  persons  are  sent  from 
English  parishes  to  Belfast,  who  do  not  apply  to  the  guardians  of  Belfast  for  relie{|^ 
— None. 

4364.  You  cannot  say  that  there  are  many  ;  you  know  nothing  about  it?— I 
know  nothing  upon  which  I  can  give  evidence ;  it  is  only  from  common  report. 

4365.  Mr.  Maguire.]  Does  this  often  happen  that  persons  who  are  brought  to 
Belfdbt  and  do  not  apply  to  the  Board  of  Guardians  for  relief,  frequently  apply  to 
the  magistrates  ? — I  have  heard  of  them  applying  to  the  magistrates  at  petty 
sessions ;  we  have  directed  them  in  that  case  to  apply  to  the  Board  of  Guardians^ 
but  they  are  disposed  of  in  a  different  way. 

4366.  Do  not  you  know  that  many  persons  are  landed  on  your  quays  who  da 
not  apply  to  the  Board  of  Guardians  for  relief? — Yea ;  a  very  considerable  number. 

4367.  Chairman.]  Are  you  aware  that  there  are  many  fewer  now  than  there 
was  in  former  years  r — Ibeiieve  there  is  a  much  smaller  number. 

4368.  What  would  }ou  do  in  the  case  of  an  English  parish  applying  to  the 
guardians  of  Belfast  to  know  whether  a  person  was  born  in  Belfast  ? — I  think  our 
reply  would  be,  that  we  bad  no  means  of  knowing  that;,  we  have  no  regis- 
tration of  births  and  deaths,  and  the  statement  of  the  paupers  themselves  is  not 
much  to  be  relied  upon. 

4369.  Would  \ 
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4369.  Would  you  be  ready  to  give  any  answer  at  all  to  the  guardians  who      w.  BPCke,  E^, 
took  the  precaution  to  inquire  whether  a  pauper  was  born  in  Ireland  ? — Yes ;        . 

we  should  give  any  information  that  was  within  our  power,  and   answer  them        3  *J"ty  1*60. 
with  all  courtesy. 

4370.  Although  it  might  be  the  means  of  your  becoming  charged  with  a 
pauper  r — Yes ;  we  have  a  number ;  I  cannot  state  how  many  of  English  and 
Scotch-born  persons,  who,  if  they  were  in  England,  would  be  there  supported  ;  we 
do  not  wish  to  have  any  power  of  removal. 

4371.  You  have  no  registration  of  births  in  Ireland? — No;  but  we  have 
petitioned  to  have  a  registration  of  births  and  deaths. 

4372.  The  saice  system  does  not  exist  in  Ireland  that  exists  in  England  ? 

No.  . 

4373-  I  believe  it  is  opposed ;  but  are  there  not  two  Bills  for  registration  now 
before  the  House  ? — It  may  be  opposed  on  some  mere  formal  points,  but  we  have 
petitioned  in  the  north  in  favour  of  it. 

4374.  Mr.  Maguire.]  You  have  not  heard  that  there  is  any  objection  to  the 
principle  of  those  Bills? — I  believe  the  chief  objections  have  been  made  on  this 
ground,  that  it  has  been  sought  to  impose  a  duty  on  certain  parties  without 
paying  them  for  it. 

4375.  To  the  principle  of  the  Bills  you  have  heard  no  objection  ? — No. 

4376.  Chairman.']  You  think,  do  you  not,  that  removals  are  attended  with 
great  inconvenience  and  expense,  and  that  great  facilities  should  be  given  to  the 
Irish  to  establish  themselves  in  England,  to  be  either  irremovable  or  to  acquire  a 
settlement? — Yes;  I  think  that  the  laws  of  settlement  and  removal  should  be 
done  away  with  entirely.  I  may  state  that  I  think  the  great  cause  of  our  being 
so  little  burdened  in  Belfast  is,  that  we  do  not  give  out-^loor  relief,  but  offer  the 
workhouse  test.  At  present  we  have  but  a  small  number,  by  some  20  less  than 
last  year ;  not  more  than  930  or  940. 

4377.  With  reference  to  the  paper  which  you  have  read,  in  which  you  have 
alleged  several  things  that  are  extremely  wrong  and  objectionable  resulting  from 
removal ;  would  you  recommend  that  the  period  of  residence  in  England  for  the 
purpose  of  acquiring  irremovability,  should  be  reduced? ---Very  much. 

4378.  And  to  give  facilities  to  the  Irish,  for  acquiring  a  settlement  in  England  ? 
— Yes;  we  think  it  should  be  an  industrial  residence,  if  you  keep  up  the  laws  of 
settlement,  though  not  continuously  in  one  parish  (ir  combination. 

4379.  Mr.  i/.  Herbert.]  An  industrial  residence  where? — In  England ;  say 
three  years. 

4380.  Mr.  Beecroft.]  Do  you  mean  in  five  different  towns? — Yes;  or,  if  a 
man  had  been  one  year  in  each  county;  we  think  that  the  country  that  has  had 
the  benefit  of  his  labour,  should  bear  the  burden  of  his  support  when  he  is 
sick. 

4381.  Suppose  he  was  to  remove  from  place  to  place,  you  would  still  allow  him 
to  be  irremovable  ? — Yes. 

4382.  Mr.  H.  Herbert]  Do  you  mean  that  the  mere  fact  of  an  Irishman  coming 
over  to  England,  should  entitle  him  after  three  years  residence  in  England  not  to  be 
removed  ? — If  it  was  an  industrial  residence,  he  should  not  be  removed 

4383.  But  supposing  he  goe^  about  from  place  to  place  seeking  work,  would 
you  call  that  an  industrial  residence  ? — It  certainly  would  be  an  industrial  resi- 
dence. 

4384*  When  he  applies  for  relief  in  any  English  Union,  how  is  he  to  prove 
to  the  authorities  how  long  he  has  lived  in  England,  if  he  has  been  travelling 
about  ? — Nothing  more  than  the  way  in  which  be  proves  it  in  any  other  case ; 
the  same  proof  that  is  required  now. 

4385.  If  he  claims  irremovability  now  in  consequence  of  his  residence  in  a 
parish,  it  is  possible,  then  and  there,  to  inquire  into  the  truth  of  his  statement ; 
but  supposing  he  comes  and  claims  irremovability  after  having  been  wandering 
about  the  country  perhaps  for  three  years,  how  is  he  to  prove  the  truth  of  his 
statement  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Board  of  Guardians  ? — I  do  not  know  bow  be 
18  to  prove  it  to  their  satisfaction ;  they  must  take  his  word  for  it. 

4386.  How  could  he  prove  it  to  any  one's  satisfaction  ? — You  would  have  his 
statement  upon  oath ;  we  have  not  that  power. 

4387.  Your  notion  would  be,  to  make  him  chargeable  on  any  union  to  which 
he  applied  for  relief,  merely  on  his  own  word  that  he  had  been  in  this  country  for 
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W.  M^Gee,  Esq,    such  a  length  of  time  ? — Yes  ;  and  if  they  found  it  necessary  they  might  use  the 
■  same  means  that  they  do  now,  examine  him  upon  oath. 

3Ju]y]86o.  4388.  Would   not  that  reasonably  cause  considerable  dissatisfaction  in   this 

country  ? — It  might  cause  dissatisfaction,  but  not  reasonably  so ;  if  they  come  to 
consider  it,  and  when  they  see  what  takes  place  in  Ireland,  I  think  they  would 
have  good  ground  for  thinking  it  was  a  wise  measure,  and  instead  of  jiranting  out- 
door relief,  if  they  offered  the  poor  law  test.  I  may  mention  that  we  were  troubled 
at  one  time  with  tramps,  and  in  order  to  check  that,  we  adopted  this  course  when 
they  a[)plied  for  relief:  they  would  come  in  of  an  evening  and  they  would  be 
washed,  and  the  following  morning  they  would  have  to  work  for  two  hours  before 
they  got  their  breakfast.  Comparing  various  years,  in  1855  there  were  149, 
then  136,  then  157,  142,  125,  and  now  the  number  of  tramps  has  come  down 
to  85. 

4389.  Are  you  not  able  to  suggest  any  remedy  for  the  evils  you  have  com- 
plained of,  short  of  the  one  you  have  now  suggested  ? — ^There  are  several  minor 
remedies  which  would  be,  I  think,  of  some  importance. 

4390.  But  I  mean  as  to  the  chargeability  of  the  paupers  r — We  think  that  you 
should  do  away  with  the  law  of  settlement  altogether,  and  that  they  should  not 
be  removable  after  an  industrial  residence. 

439!.  Mr.  Sotheron  JSstcourt.]  Suppose  the  case  of  an  Irishman  who  goes 
about  the  country  staying  a  short  time  in  different  parishes  or  unions,  and  finally 
he  comes  to  a  parish  where  he  is  chargeable,  when  he  has  been  three  years  in 
England,  wliich  is  the  parish  which  should  be  called  upon  to  give  relief  to  that 
man  ? — The  parish  where  he  applies ;  it  would  be  the  same  principle  as  applies 
in  lidand,  and  in  removing  him,  if  you  did  not  do  that,  you  might  give  this 
remedy,  that  the  parish  removing  him  should  bear  the  cost  of  his  support  to  his 

Klace  of  birth ;  that  should  be  transacted  through  the  guardians  of  the  place  where 
e  was  landed  ;  the  document  might  be  forwarded  to  the  Commissioners,  and  the 
relief  recovered  in  that  way. 

4392.  Mr.  H.  Herbert/]  You  would  say  that  he  should  never  be  removed  at 
all  ? — I  think  he  should  not  be  removed  at  all ;  I  go  that  length. 

4393.  Mr.  Sotheron  E^tcourt.]  1  understand  you  to  suggest  that  wherever  a 
pauper,  Irish  or  English,  should  become  chargeable,  there  he  should  be  entitled 
to  relief? — Yes. 

4394.  Why,  then,  is  it  necessary  to  enter  into  the  question  of  industrial  resi- 
dence, which  I  understood  you  to  speak  of;  in  answer  to  Mr.  Herbert  ? — I  think 
that  the  only  effectual  relief  would  be  by  swe3ping  away  the  laws  of  settlement, 
but  until  that  was  done,  I  think  that  an  industrial  residence  of  three  years  in 
England  or  in  Scotland,  even  though  not  continuously  in  one  parish,  should 
confer  a  right  to  irremovability. 

4395.  But,  putting  aside  that  which  you  say,  you  can  only  contemplate  in 
case  the  law  of  settlement  is  put  an  end  to ;  and,  contemplating  the  case  that 
you  put  in  answer  to  Mr.  Herbert,  namely,  that  three  years'  industrial  residence 
should  confer  a  right  to  relief  under  those  circumstances,  I  understood  you  to 
say  that  you  think  relief  ought  to  be  furnished  wherever  a  man  applies? — In  the 
parish  where  he  becomes  destitute. 

4396.  Supposing  a  man  has  worked  for  two  years  and  a  half  in  one  parish,  or 
in  one  union,  and  he  moves  about,  and,  at  the  end  of  three  years,  or  just  after 
that,  he  becomes  chargeable  in  another  parish,  having  lived  there  only  a  couple 
of  days,  do  you  think  it  would  be  a  right  thing  that  that  parish  should  bear  the 
burden  of  his  relief? — I  think  so,  w^hen  it  is  right  that  it  should  be  so  in  Ireland. 
I  take  it  that  it  is  the  strongest  evidence  in  favour  of  it,  that  the  Irish  law  must 
have  been  the  result  of  the  experience  of  the  English  people,  of  the  evils  of  their 
present  system. 

4397.  But  will  you  explain  what  is  the  use,  under  these  circumstances,  of 
talking  about  three  years*  industrial  residence? — There  are  many  cases  where  a 
man  would  wish  to  continue  to  work  for  a  certain  time,  and  I  think  this  would 
meet  the  case. 

4398.  You  say  that  three  years'  industrial  residence  should  give  a  man  a 
right  to  relief;  but  I  do  not  understand  in  what  manner  that  three  years'  resi- 
dence is  to  come  into  play  ;  do  you  mean  that  a  man  should  receive  relief  from 
the  parish  in  which  he  has  been  working  for  three  years,  or  what? — I  mean  that^ 
he  should  be  relieved  where  he  is  destitute,  if  he  has  been  three  years  supporting 
himself  industrially  in  England  or  Scotland. 

4399.  Mr. 
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4399.  Mt.  Maguire.]  Is  not  the  dietary  in  your  union  considered  very  good     H^.  H'fifee,  Esf. 
as  compared  with  the  dietary  in  other  unions? — I  believe  it  is  better  than  in  many        — — — — 
of  them.  *     aJuljiSeo. 

4400.  Do  you  find  that  the  poor  are  anxious  to  go  into  the  workhouse? — There 
is  a  certain  class  that  are  anxious ;  but,  as  a  general  rule,  ihey  are  not  anxious  to 
go  into  the  workhouse. 

4401.  As  a  general  rule,  do  you  not  find  them  rather  averse  to  the  restriction 
and  confinement  of  the  workhouse  ? — Yes  ;  but  there  is  a  certain  class  \\  ho  will 
at  any  lime  live  in  the  most  meagre  way  rather  than  work. 

4402.  But,  as  a  general  rule,  they  are  unwilling  to  accept  relief,  even  where 
the  dietary  is  good,  and  superior  to  that  which  they  would  be  likely  to  get  out- 
side ?— Ves. 

4403.  Chairman.']  Is  that  the  character  of  the  dietary  in  the  Union  of  Belfast  ? 
— It  is  superior  to  many  others ;  but  the  dietary  throughout  Ireland  now  is  very 
good.  The  Commissioners  lately,  in  consequence  of  some  inquiries  that  have 
been  made  at  Cork,  directed  certain  changes  to  be  made  in  various  unions. 

4404.  Mr.  Toltemache.]  What  is  the  dietary  of  your  union,  which  you  say  is 
superior  to  that  of  other  unions? — It  is  superior  to  some.  The  paupers  are 
allowed  fresh  meat  in  soup  three  days  in  a  week,  and  upon  other  days,  when 
potatoes  are  fit  to  be  used,  a  certain  quantity  of  potatoes ;  but  we  cannot  get 
them  now.  At  present,  we  are  obliged  to  give  them  on  certain  days  sweet  milk, 
or  l)utter  milk,  and  white  bread ;  upon  other  days,  stirabout,  made  of  oatmeal 
alone,  or  mixed  with  rice,  and  we  give  milk  to  the  young ;  wc  always  give  sweet 
milk  up  to  a  certain  age,  and  a  better  scale  ot  diet,  in  order  to  secure  them  from 
the  visitation  of  disease,  scrofula. 

4405.  You  give  them  animal  food,  in  the  form  of  soup,  three  times  a  week  ? — 
Yes ;  regulating  the  quantity  according  to  the  class  of  adults  ;  a  certain  amount. 

4406.  Mr.  Barrow.]  Have  you  any  table  of  the  dietary  here? — No. 

4407.  Can  you  give  me  any  idea  of  the  quantity  of  meat  put  into  the  soup, 
in  proportion  to  the  number  of  persons  to  be  served  with  it? — No. 

4408.  Sir  Edward  Grogan.]  Js  your  dietary  equal  to,  or  superior,  or  inferior 
to  that  which  is  given  in  a  prison  ? — It  is  not  equal  to  that  given  in  prisons,  I  think. 
It  is  found,  I  believe,  necessary  to  give  men  who  are  confined  in  prisons  a  higher 
class  of  diet,  arising  from  what  took  place  in  Millbank  Penitentiary. 

4409.  Mr.  H.  Herbert.]  Have  you  the  separate  system  in  your  prison  at 
Belfast  ? — Yes  ;  and  to  a  certain  extent  in  our  workhouse. 

4410.  Sir  E.  Grogan.]  You  have  given  the  Committee  your  view  about  an 
Irishman  working  in  this  country,  and  acquiring  a  right  to  irremovability,  and 
you  gave  the  number  of  807  paupers  who  had  been  removed,  mostly  from  Scot- 
land, in  the  last  six  years  to  Belfast  ? — Yes. 

•  4411.  Can  you  say  how  many  of  those  came  from  Glasgow  or  from  other 
parts  of  Scotland  ? — Not  exactly ;  our  relieving  officer  has  not  made  the  inquiry 
very  minutely  in  many  of  the  cases  that  have  been  sent  from  Scotland  by  the 
Scotch  authorities. 

4412.  You  stated  that  some  of  the  Scotch  poor  law  authorities  had  authorised 
one  of  your  officers  to  give  them  assistance,  in  order  to  forward  them  to  their 
homes? — Yes;  to  pay  the  cost  of  their  transit  from  Belfast  to  their  own 
homes. 

4413.  Is  that  done  by  all  the  Scotch  poor  law  authorities,  or  only  by  those 
at  Glasgow  ? — They  are  all  from  Barony  parish  in  Glasgow. 

4414.  Then  it  is  the  Glasgow  poor  law  authorities  who  have  adopted  this  rule? 
—Yes,  one  parish  alone. 

4415.  Of  course  that  regulation  relieves  Belfast  very  much  from  an  inundation 
of  paupers  sent  from  Scotland  ? — Yes,  it  relieves  us,  or  it  will. 

4416.  And  it  is  also  a  great  benefit  and  advantage  to  the  pauper  himself? — In 
some  cases  it  must  be. 

4417.  Not  in  every  case  ? — No. 

44 18.  Why  ? — Because  many  of  them  are  removed  contrary  to  their  own  wishes, 
leaving  their  clothes,  and  some  of  their  friends  in  Scotland,  and  it  is  their  earnest 
desire  to  get  back,  and  of  course  the  further  they  are  removed  from  Belfast, 
inland,  the  more  difficult  it  is  for  them  to  get  back. 

4419.  Do  you  mean  that  a  nauper  is  compelled  to  accept  this  money,  and  go 
into  the  interior  of  Ireland  ? — No ;  but  how  is  he  to  get  back. 
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"•^i^O^^-        4420.  If  such  a  rule  were  made  general  at  all  the  seaports  of  Ireland,  namely 
J  ,  t^at  the  Irish  removed  from  Eiijiland  should  be  forwarded  to  their  place  of  birth 

3  uji^ibo.  or  country,  or  union,  where  they  were  born,  would  not  that  very  much  relieve  all 
the  seaports  in  Ireland  ? — If  that  was  done  in  every  case,  and  they  declared  that 
medical  relief  should  not  be  parochial  relief,  it  would  lessen  our  grounds  of  com- 
plaint very  niuch. 

4421.  While  it  would  relieve  the  seaport  unions,  would  it  not  be  a  very  great 
benefit  to  the  pauper  himself  ?— Yes,  in  some  cases ;  in  others  it  would  not;  if 
he  should  be  removed  under  circumstances  of  peculiar  hardship  it  would  increwe 
the  evil  to  him. 

4422.  Mr.  Lockhart.]  In  those  cases  in  which  you  have  said  paupers  were 
removed  under  circumstances  of  peculiar  hardship,  do  you  know  the  number  of 
instances  in  which  they  have  returned?— Not  officially;  but  I  believe  the  Com- 
mittee -will  have  evidence  of  that;  a  large  number  have  been  sent  back, 
I  think  illegally,  from  Belfast,  though  not  by  the  Belfast  poor  law  goardiaus, 
for  we  have  invariably  stated  distinctly  that  we  had  no  power  to  do  so,  and  we 
believe  it  to  be  a  breach  of  the  law. 

4423.  But  it  is  done  to  a  considerable  extent  ? — It  is  done ;  but  I  do  not 
know  to  what  extent. 

4424.  Sir  E.  Grogan.l  Do  you  mean  that  charitable  individuals  have  provided 
funds  for  sending  these  people  back  ? — Yes. 

4425.  Mr.  Maffuire.^  You  stated  that  the  more  liberal  treatment,  and  the  sup- 
plying of  removed  paupers  with  funds,  was  confined  to  one  parish  in  Glasgow; 
are  you  aware  that  there  are  four  parishes  in  Glasgow  ? — I  am  uot  sure ;  but  I 
know  there  are  many. 

4426.  Mr.  Tollemache.]  I  understood  you  to  say  that  the  law,  as  it  at  present 
exists,  operates  very  harsiily  upon  the  Irish  poor? — ^I  think  it  does. 

4427.  And  that  you  would  recon)mend  the  law  of  England  to  be  made  the 
same  as  that  of  Ireland  ? — ^I  think  that  the  law  here  should  be  the  same  as  ia 
Ireland. 

4428.  Supposing  the  Legislature  was  not  prepared  to  go  that  length,  do  you 
think  if  irremovability  were  permitted  to  be  acquired  by  tliree  years  instead  of 
five  years' residence,  that  that  would  mitigate  the  evil? — Yes;  and  be  an  advantage 
to  England,  Ireland,  and  Scotland. 

4429.  You  also  think  that  if  that  irremovability  should  not  be  forfeited  by 
removing  from  any  parish  or  township,  until  gained  by  three  years'  residence,  it 
would  equally  mitigate  the  evil? — Yes. 

4430.  Mr.  LockharLji  Can  you  state  the  proportionate  numbers  who  came 
from  Glasgow,  of  the  807  ? — No,  it  is  not  possible ;  because  our  relieving  officers 
do  not  in  every  case  take  down  the  place  whence  removed ;  they  sii^ply  say, 
"from  Scotland."  The  relieving  officer  is  bound  to  produce,  each  week,  his 
applications  and  his  relief  book,  and  in  that  he  must  set  down  the  date,  the 
nan)e,  the  age,  whether  married  or  single,  the  occupation,  the  cause  of  destitutioDi 
where  sent  from,  birthplace,  and  his  observations.  Latterly  they  have  been  iu  the 
habit  of  putting  down  the  correct  place,  but  in  many  instances  it  is  merely 
*'  England."  I  have  a  case  here;  " Eliza  Hamilton,  married,  housewife,  England; 
county  Tyrone."     It  would  be  impossible  to  go  minutely  into  that. 

Captain  Patrick  M*. Bride,  called  in  ;  and  E.\amined. 

CMpt P. APBfide.       443*-  Cboirman.'\  YOU  come  from  Belfast? — Yes. 

4432.  Do  ycu  hold  any  oflBce  in  connexion  with  the  poor  law? — No. 

4433*  What  is  your  position  ? — I  am  deputy  harbour-master. 
4434.  Have  you  had  great  opportunities  of  observing  the  poor  who  land  at 
Belfast  r — Yes,  for  the  last  30  rears. 

4435. — Can  you  distinguish  the  poor  from  other  people.  I  mean  those  who 
come  over  from  English  parishes?— Yes  ;  I  have  done  so  for  the  last  three  or 
four  years  ;  they  all  call  on  me. 

4436.  How  do  you  distinguish  them,  are  they  placed  in  a  particular  part  of 
the  vessel  ? — They  are  all  deck  passengers,  as  they  are  called. 

4437.  Do  you  know  the  English  paupers  upon  their  landing  ? — Yes;  when  I 
have  warrants  with  them. 

4438.  Do  they  exhibit  tliem  to  any  officer  upon  landing?— They  do;  there  is 
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an  officer  connected  with  the  Harbour  Board,  who  is  over  the  night-watch,  Mr.  Ctpt,P.  IIPBridk. 
M*Gee.     The  chief  conhtable  belonging  to  the  Harbour  Board,  or  Harbour  Gomr       — — — ^— 
missioners,  is  up  every  night,  and   these  unfortunate  creatures  are  generally      3  ^^^  ^^^ 
landed   in  the  rooming  from  the  Scotch  steamer,  about  four  o'clock,  when  the 
mail  boat  comes  in,  and  I  have  a  place  prepared  for  them  to  gp  and  get  their 
breakfasts ;  he  attends  to  that  regularly  when  1  am  not  in  the  way, 
443y.  You  are  now  speaking  of  Scotch  paupers? — Yes. 

4440.  What  do  you  say  about  the  English  paupers? — I  recollect,  one  night, 
that  the  Whitehaven  boat,  at  1  2  o'clock  at  night,  landed  eight  from  Whitehaven. 

4441.  Do  they  come  at  all  hours  of  the  night? — No;  only  when  the  tide 
answers. 

4442.  You  make  provision  for  them  in  case  they  arrive  at  night? — ^Tliey  are 
just  treated  in  the  same  way ;  I  have  a  house  for  them  to  sleep  in. 

4443.  Is  that  provided  by  the  town  ? — I  get  subscriptions  sent  to  me  some- 
times, and  I  collect  subscriptions  for  them. 

4444.  In  Belfast  ? — Yes,  and  in  other  places. 

4445.  That  is  mere  humanity  ? — Yes.  I  may  mention  two  or  three  subscribers : 
the  Lord  Primate  of  all  Ireland  sent  me  two  subscriptions. 

4446.  People  from  different  parts  of  Ireland  send  you  subscriptions  ? — Yes ; 
the  Marchioness  of  Londonderry,  and  Sir  Hugh  Cairns  gave  me  lo/.,  and  the 
Marquis  of  Stafford. 

4447.  These  subscriptions  are  suflScient  to  provide  for  these  people  a  place  of 
refuge  when  they  land  ? — Yes. 

4448.  Do  a  great  many  arrive  from  England  r — Yes ;  more  from  England  than 
from  Scotland  lately.  There  is^one  miserable  case  in  this  book  (producing  the 
same)^  of  a  woman  who  had  been  1 1  years  in  Northumberland,  and  had  three 
children;  her  husband  died,  and  he  had  been  there  19  years,  and  she  had  to  go 
to  get  relief  for  a  short  time,  and  they  sent  her  over ;  they  sent  a  man  to  leave 
her  in  the  county  of  Mayo,  and  the  man  put  her  on  board  a  steamer  at  White- 
haven, and  then  went  away  and  left  her.  She  went  on  shore  in  search  of  him 
and  could  not  find  him,  and  the  poor  watchmen  all  clubbed  together  and  sent 
her  to  a  lodging,  and  paid  for  it  out  of  their  own  pockets;  then  the  next  day  she 
was  sent  to  the  union  poorhouse  in  Whitehaven,  and  they  sent  her  over  to  Belfast. 
I  then  provided  for  her  for  a  day  or  two,  and  sent  her  to  the  union  poorhouse, 
and  after  she  had  been  there  for  a  week  or  so,  I  sent  her  back  to  Northumberland. 
The  grandmother  of  the  children  was  living  in  Northumberland,  and  she  promised 
to  rear  the  children  for  the  mother. 

4449.  Did  you  pay  for  that  yourself? — Yes  ;  I  got  a  ticket  from  Mr.  Hender- 
8OD,  and  paid  for  her  all  tlie  way  to  Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 

4450.  Did  they  keep  her  in  Northumberland  ? — ^They  did,  and  she  sent  me  a 
beautiful  letter  of  thanks. 

4451.  What  do  you  do  with  these  people  generally;  do  you  consider  it  your 
business  to  inquire  where  they  come  from  ? — Yes,  I  do. 

4452.  Is  there  any  duty  imposed  upon  you  by  any  of  the  authorities  in  Belfaan? 
— Not  a  particle ;  I  am  stationed  on  that'  part  of  the  quay  where  these  unfor- 
tunate occurrences  take  place. 

4453.  What  do  you  call  unfortunate  occurrences? — I  mean  the  Irish  who  are 
sent  over  there,  after  being  away  for  one  year,  to  50  years  or  60  years. 

4454.  When  people  have  been  removed  from  an  English  parish,  and  tJiey 
arrive  in  Belfast,  I  suppose  the  next  day,  or  as  soon  as  they  can,  tliey  apply  for 
relief  to  the  guardians? — I  give  them  three  choices;  whether  they  will  go  baak 
to  the  place  wlicre  they  came  from,  or  go  to  the  union,  or  go  to  any  part  of 
Ireland  that  they  call  their  homes. 

4455.  Why  do  you  make  that  offer  to  them ;  is  it  as  a  charitable  offering? 
—Yes. 

4456.  Are  you  prepared  to  forward  them  to  the  interior  of  Ireland,  if  they 
wish  it? — Yes. 

4457.  By  whom  are  you  supplied  with  the  necessary  funds;  by  noblemen  and 
gentlemen? — Yes,  by  noblemen  and  gentlemen;  and  very  poor  people  supply 
me  with  funds. 

4458.  How  many  do  you  remove  in  a  year;  a  great  many  ? — Yes,  hundreds. 

4459.  If  these  persons  did  not  subscribe,  and  you  did  not  take  some  trouble 
besides,  I  suppose  these  poor  persons  would  remain  at  Belfast  ? — ^They  would 
have  to  go  to  the  union  workhouse. 

0.95.  F  F  4  4460.  Do 


Digitized  by 


Google 


232  MINUTES  OF  EVIDENCE  TAKEN  BEFORE  THE 

CupL  P.  M^Bride.      ^460.  Do  you  ask  them  in  all  cases  where  they  come  from,  and  where  they 

would  like  to  go  ? — Yes. 

3Jal7i86o.  446 1.  Do  you  find  that  they  prefer  stopping  at  Belfast? — Scarcely  any;  a 

woman  travelled  down  to  Cork ;  her  mother  took  her  in  her  arms  to  London  from 
Belfast,  an  infant,  and  at  the  end  of  56  years  she  had  to  go  to  the  union  work- 
house in  London  ;  when  they  got  30  of  them  together  tiiey  sent  the  whole  30  to 
Cork,  and  this  woman  had  heard  so  much  about  Belfast  that  the  poor  creature 
begned  her  way  down  to  Belfast,  and  she  told  me  her  story,  and  I  told  her  that 
I  did  not  believe  her,  the  next  morning  she  took  her  petticoat  to  the  pawnbrokers 
and  borrowed  threepence  upon  it ;  I  gave  her  a  shilling  to  redeem  it,  and  she 
came  back  with  the  change  and  gave  it  to  me ;  I  then  took  her  to  the  Harbour 
Office,  and  called  the  attention  of  Captain  Shaw,  and  the  chief  constable  to  her, 
to  hear  her  story,  and  they  heard  it ;  1  could  not  take  the  responsibility  of  making 
her  statement  public,  without  the  assistance  of  those  two  gentlemen,  both  very 
respectable ;  Mr.  Dunlop  and  Captain  Shaw  heard  her  story,  and  they  believed 
that  htr  whole  tale  was  true  ;  I  then  took  her  on  board  a  steamer  and  told  the 
steward  to  supply  her  with  food  to  London  and  give  her  a  good  bed,  and  I  would 
pay  for  it. 

4462.  You  sent  her  back  to  the  parish  that  had  removed  her? — ^Yes. 

4463.  What  did  they  do  when  you  sent  her  back  ?— I  do  not  know. 

4464.  Do  you  always  make  inquiries  as  to  what  becomes  of  these  people  whom 
you  forward  to  these  different  places?— Yes ;  but  scarcelv  any  one  can  tell  me. 

4465.  You  can  furnish  the  Committee  with,  a  return,  I  suppose,  of  how  many 
of  this  class  come  to  Belfast  ? — Every  single  English  case,  and  every  single  Scotch 
case  that  is  sent  over  is  mentioned  in  this  book.  1  have  now  in  Sir  Hugh  Cairns*s 
office  63  warrants,  and  a  petition  signed  by  thousands.  I  sent  the  petition  to 
the  House  of  Conjmons,  and  it  was  read  and  ordered  to  be  printed.  I  have 
travelled  thousands  of  miles  to  be  prepared  for  the  second  reading  of  the  Bill.  I 
went  to  the  Poor  Law  Commissioners  and  I  called  their  attention  to  the  petition, 
and  I  could  get  tialf  a  million  of  signatures.  I  went  to  Scotland  in  a  steamer  from 
here,  and  I  went  to  the  great  towns  in  Scotland  and  got  up  public  meetings,  and 
there  got  the  petition  signed  and  I  brought  it  to  this  House. 

4466.  But  what  is  it  all  about  ? — All  about  the  removal  of  the  poor. 

4467.  What  are  the  warrants  for  ?— Warrants  for  removal,  signed  by  two  magis- 
trates, every  one  of  them.  1  went  to  the  Poor  Law  Commissioners  in  Dublin  to 
gel  their  consent  for  me  to  go  to  En}»land  and  Scotland,  to  get  petitions  to  assist 
this  House  to  pass  the  Bill,  to  mend  the  cruel  law  that  is  now  in  existence. 

4468.  Which  is  the  cruel  law  ? — There  is  a  clear  case  of  a  woman  that  is  men- 
tioned in  this  book,  63  years  of  age,  who  was  sent  over;  I  call  that  cruel. 

4469.  Are  yon  able  to  state  that  these  people  suffer  on  board  ship? — lean  telL 
you  this  much  ;  that  one  night  a  poor  woman  was  brought  to  b^d  cominjr  over, 
and  no  man  dare  put  a  hand  to  her;  when  she  arrived,  I  went  out  and  got  a 
doctor  for  her ;  he  said  that  she  was  not  fit  for  the  union  house,  and  I  took  a  room 
for  her  ;  she  had  her  husband  with  her,  and  the  poor  man  said,  "  If  I  had  a  pound 
I  would  buy  a  loom,  and  then  I  could  support  my  family."  1  gave  him  eight  half- 
crowns,  and  I  said,  **  Put  that  in  your  pocket,  and  buy  a  loom  with  it  when  you  go 
home." 

4470.  According  to  your  account,  none  of  the  poor  who  come  over  in  the 
vessels  ever  stop  at  Belfast,  and  you  would  probably  be  surprised  to  hear  that  800 
and  odd  have  landed  within  a  little  time,  and  that  all  that  came  to  Belfast  have 
applied  to  the  guardians  for  relief? — Out  of  eight  that  landed  at  Belfast  one 
belonged  to  Cork,  another  to  Limerick,  and  another  to  Omagh ;  not  two  belonged 
to  the  same  place. 

4471.  Do  you  mean  that  you  see  all  the  persons  and  inquire  into  their  cases 
and  that  hardly  any  stop  at  Belfast  ? — Scarcely  any  of  them. 

4472.  I  suppose  that  some  of  them  are  chargeable  to  Belfast  ? — Very  few. 

4473.  Have  you  been  in  the  room  all  the  morning? — Not  all  the  morning. 

4474.  Did  you  not  hear  the  evidence  of  Mr.  M*Gee  r — No.  I  have  a  book 
with  170  letters  in  it  from  different  gentlemen  ;  the  first  letter  is  from  a  clergyman 
at  Christchurch  for  me  to  do  so  and  so. 

4475.  What  are  the  letters  about?— For  me  to  provide  for  this  one  and  for 
that  one;  the  next  is  from  the  Vicar-general,  and  there  is  another  from  Miss 
Cooke. 

4476.  You 
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4476.  You  are  a  native  of  Bel&st  ? — I  am  a  native  of  Londondeny.  Capt.  P.  M*Bride. 

4477.  Do  you  live  in  Belfast  ? — Yes,  

4478.  Do  you  mean  to  say  that  there  are  no  paupers  in  Belfast  that  have      3  July  i860, 
come  from  English  parishes  ? — Some  come  from  Engh'sh  parishes,  but  very  few 

indeed. 

4479.  You  have  very  little  to  complain  of  as  to  removals  from  England  to 
-Belfast ;  you  are  provided  with  funds,  and  you  seem  to  have  a  great  deal  of 
benevolence  besides  ? — Yes. 

4480.  Do  you  belong  to  any  society  in  Belfast  for  the  relief  of  persons  who 
come  to  you  ?— No ;  I  belong  to  no  society. 

4481.  You  have  not  established  one  ?— Not  a  single  one. 

4482.  When  did  you  begin  to  give  assistance  to  these  poor  people  ? — Within 
the  last  four  years. 

4483.  Do  you  now  hold  the  office  of  harbour-master  ? — I  have  been  under  the 
Harbour  Board  for  about  20  years  ;  first  I  was  pilot-master  for  six  years  and  four 
months. 

4484.  It  has  been  during  the  last  four  years  that  you  have,  been  giving  this 
attention  to  the  poor  ? — Yes ;  and  keeping  an  account  of  them,  and  putting  down 
their  names. 

4485.  Was  there  anybody  before  that  time  who  used  to  give  attention  to  them  ? 
— Not  a  being. 

4486.  Do  you  solicit  these  subscriptions  that  you  seem  to  distribute  ? — To  be 
sure ;  at  the  commencement  it  was  just  a  little  frivolous  affair,  going  to  the  officers 
on  the  quay  and  on  board  the  vessels. 

4487.  You  first  called  the  attention  of  the  public  to  the  state  in  which  these 
poor  people  came  over  ? — Yes ;  on  a  Saturday  morning  a  woman  was  standing 
on  the  quay,  with  a  crutch  on  each  side  of  her ;  they  were  glad  to  see  me  coming 
on ;  her  name  was  Kate  Connor ;  and  she  told  me  a  lamentable  tale ;  that  she 
had  been  lo  years  in  Glasgow  a  servant,  and  at  the  end  of  that  time  she  went  to 
the  poorhouse  in  Glasgow,  that  she  had  a  pound  note  which  she  gave  to  one  of 
the  inmates,  and  they  sent  her  out  on  crutches,  but  she  did  not  get  the  pound 
note  back.  I  felt  great  scruples  in  believing  her  story,  and  I  went  over' myself, 
and  I  called  the  attention  of  the  master  of  the  Union  House  to  the  case.  He 
certainly  was  very  kind  to  me,  and  the  clerk  overhauled  the  books,  and  they 
found  that  she  had  been  there  at  the  time  she  stated,  and  that  all  her  story  was 
true,  except  as  to  the  pound  note  ;  they  knew  nothing  about  that.  Afterwards, 
a  gentleman  hearing  of  this  case,  came  down  to  see  me  ;  he  was  a  linen  mer- 
chant ;  and  when  I  was  pointed  out  to  him,  he  came  and  shook  hands  with  me, 
and  he  said  many  cheering  things  to  me,  and  he  went  and  collected  loZ.  2^.  dd.^ 
and  he  gave  it  to  me,  and  his  name  is  in  this  book,  and  the  10/.  is  entered,  and 
a  letter  from  him  is  in  that  book;  and  that  is  the  foundation  of  the  mission  I  am 
acting  in. 

4488.  Since  that  time  you  have  been  in  the  habit  of  attending  to  these  poor 
people,  and  of  getting  subscriptions  for  them ;  and  you  make  use  of  the  money 
to  send  them  back  either  to  the  place  of  their  birth,  or  where  they  came  from  ? 
—Yes. 

4489.  Are  those  people  ever  sent  back  to  you  again  ? — Sometimes ;  some  of 
them  have  cheated  me  in  this  way  :  they  have  dressed  themselves  in  other 
clothes,  and  then  come  back  again. 

4490.  Are  there  many  frauds  practised  upon  you  in  that  way  ? — Very  few. 

4491.  What  is  your  remedy  for  this  state  of  things;  that  they  should  not  be 
removed  from  any  place  where  they  are  living  ? — I  think  the  poor  should  not 
be  removed  either  from  England  or  Scotland  after  they  have  been  there  for  a  few 
years ;  England  and  Scotland  cannot  do  without  Irish  labourers. 

4492.  !Do  you  say  that  people  come  back  reluctantly  and  against  their  consent  ? 
— They  do  not  want  to  come  back ;  it  is  not  one  of  a  hundred  that  wants  to 
come  back. 

4493.  Are  they  generally  old  people?— Old  and  young. 

4494.  But  they  have  been  fewer  in  number  lately  than  they  were  before? — 
Yes;  the  worse  case  that  I  ever  had  was  that  of  a  woman  from  Glasgow  that 
came  over  a  very  shoit  time  ago. 

4495.  Have  you  observed  that  the  number  of  people  who  come  back  from 
England  has  diminished  ? — Yes ;  they  have  diminbhed  for  some  time  past. 

4496.  Do  you  see  a  great  number  go  from  Belfast  to  England  r — Most  un- 
0.95  Go  doubtedly; 
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Capt  P,  jypBnie^  doubtedly ;  at  this  time  of  the  year,  witbia  a  very  short  time,  they  would  be  going 

•"- ^       away  to  the  harvest. 

3  July  1B60.  4497.  Do  fewer  people  go  now  dian  used  to  go  ? — ^I  do  not  know  that  there  is 

any  change  in  tbem. 

4498.  Do  you  see  some  people  come  back  who  come  over  ? — ^The  harvest  men 
all  come  back. 

4499.  -A-nd  they  come  back  with  money  in  their  pockets,  do  they  not?-^ 
They  do. 

4500.  You  say  that  you  can  always  distinguish  a  pauper  from  another  poor 
person  ? — Yes ;  as  a  pauper  is  sure  to  come  to  me  if  he  has  a  warrant,  and  if  he 
has  not,  he  is  sure  to  come  ;  there  is  a  case  there  of  a  man  named  Paddy  Malone 
I  have  got  a  thousand  of  tliese  printed  (exhibitiMg  a  placard),  the  poor  fellow 
came  over  to  Belfast  on  Ash  Wednesday,  and  gave  me  his  wairaot,  and  I  said, 
•'  What  do  you  wish  me  to  do  with  you  ? "  he  said  "  I  bdong  to  Monaghan.'* 
I  said,  "  There  is  twopence  for  you ;  get  a  bowl  of  cofltee  and  a  peonywcnrth  of 
bread,  and  meet  me  at  the  railway  at  two  o'clock,  and  I  will  give  you  a  hearty 
dinner,  and  seiid  you  away  to  M onaghan."  He  said  *'  I  will  not  go  to  Monaghan, 
I  am  able  to  work."  I  then  gave  him  2  s.  and  said,  *•  Will  that  do  for  you  ?  *' 
He  thanked  me,  and  I  met  him  at  the  boat  n  the  evening,  and  he  said  *^  I  want 
to  go  back  again  ;  I  have  been  15  years  away,"  and  I  sent  him  back ;  his  whole 
tale  is  here  ;  there  is  not  a  line  in  it,  but  there  is  a  volume ;  all  our  grievances 
and  all  our  Acts  of  Parliament  are  in  it,  and  everythmg  that  we  require  is 
in  it. 

4501.  Is  that  a  petition? — No  it  is  a  letter. 

4502.  Mr.  Maguire.]  Have  you  a  return  of  the  numbor  of  persons  who  have 
arrived  at  Belfast  during  the  last  three  years  ?— Yes. 

4503.  Have  the  goodness  to  give  the  total  uumber  to  the  Committee  for  each 
year  r — There  were  422  in  the  last  three  years. 

4504.  The  Committee  wish  to  know  what  number  of  persons  were  removed  to 
Bel&st  from  Scotland  and  England  within  the  la^t  three  years;  Dr.  M^Gee 
stated  that  you  could  give  the  number  ? — Yes. 

4505.  Will  you  give  the  number  in  each  yeai*? — I  will  supply  it. 

4506.  Do  not  you  inquire  into  all  the  cases  that  come  before  you? — Yes. 

4507.  Minutely  ?— Yes. 

4508.  And  ascertain  whether  they  are  true  or  false  ? — Yes. 

4509.  Do  you  meet  with  many  cases  of  poor  people  who  have  been  nearly 
all  their  lives  working  in  England  r — ^Yes,  a  great  many  cases  -of  that  kind. 

4510.  And  cases  of  aged  people  who  have  been  sent  over? — ^Very  old  inde^. 

451 1.  And  who  you  know  have  left  Ireland  in  their  youth  ? — Yes. 

4512.  And  have  worked  in  England  all  their  lives,  and  have  been  sent  back  to 
Ireland  in  their  old  age? — Yes. 

4513-  Do  many  cases  of  that  kind  come  before  you? — A  great  number. 

4514.  It  is  in  consequence  of  the  feeling  of  indignation  that  these  cases  excite 
that  benevolent  persons  are  so  ready  to  supply  you  with  funds  to  administer  in 
relieving  the  distress  of  these  poor  persons? — ^Yes. 

4515.  Is  it  not  the  fact  that  a  large  number  of  persons  of  all  persuasions  and 
parties  have  united  to  pay  you  a  compliment  for  your  humanity,  and  the  kindness 
you  have  shown  to  the  poor  ? — Yes,  they  have,  and  Lord  Lurgan  at  the  head  of 
them,  and  a  great  many  Members  of  Parliament  besides. 

4516.  Mr.  Beecrqft.]  I  suppose  you  do  not  approve  of  any  Irish  panpers  being 
removed  from  England  to  Ireland  ? — Perhaps  some  of  them  deserve  to  be  removed, 
but  if  any  man  worked,  and  behaved  well,  I  would  not  remove  him ;  if  there 
were  any  scamps  who  would  be  a  nuisance  to  the  country,  I  woukl  send  them 
home  to  the  place  of  their  birth. 

4517.  You  would  not  send  them  back  in  the  case  where  they  have  been  well 
behaved  ? — No,  never. 

45 1 8.  You  would  only  send  back  to  England  deserving  paupers  ? — ^Yes. 

4519.  Supposing  a  pauper  was  aged,  would  you  send  him  back  to  England  ? 
—4  would,  if  he  wished,  certainly. 

4520.  Mr.  Magtdre.']  Or  if  he  had  a  family  in  England  who  could  provide  £o€ 
liim  I  suppose  you  would  ?— I  would  ^ve  him  his  choice. 

4521.  Mr.  BeKToft.}  Suppose  he  had  friends  in  Ireland,  would  you  allow  him 
40  remain  in  bis  own  coantiy  ?— Yea,  if  he  waahed  it. 

;  458a»  Mr. 


Digitized  by 


Google 


SELECT  GX)MMITTEE  ON  IRREMOVABLE  POOR.  i35 

4522.  Mr.  Lockkart.]  Do  most  of  tbem  choose  to  go  back  to  where  they  came  Capt,  P,  M^Bnd^ 
from  ? — Nine-tenths  of  them  dow                                                                                       "^ — 

4523.  Mr,  Ma^uire.]  Do  you  know  the  reason  why  the  nnie-tenths  wish  to  3  July*  S^- 
go  back  ;  is  it  not  because  tl>ey  have  more  chaiice  of  employment  here  ? — They 

are  strangers  m  Ireland,  and  their  acquaintances  are  all  here;  they  have  been  so 
long  away. 

Henry  James  Mac  Far  lam,  Esq^,  called  in ;  and  Examined. 

4524.  YOU  hold  some  office  in  the  North  Dublin  Union  ? — I  am  Chairman  of  ff./.  MacF(nrkme, 
the  Board  of  the  North  Dublin  Union.  Esq. 

4525.  There  is  a  North  Dublin  Union  and  a  South  Dublin  Union  ? — Yes.  •""""""• 
4526W  Yon  have  been  there  for  some  years,  have  you  not  ? — I  have  been  for 

about  1 7  years  guardian  of  the  North  Dublin  Union  ;  I  have  passed  two  years  as 
Chairman ;  I  am  also  Guardian  of  a  union  in  County  Kilkenny ;  I  was  also  a 
Guardian  for  Clogher  Union,  County  Tyrone. 

4527.  Have  you  h^  opportunities  of  observing  the  paupers  who  are  sent  from 
England  to  Dublin  ? — ^Yes,  I  have,  for  a  great  many  years. 

4528.  Are  there  many  who  arrive  in  Dublin? — Yes,  a  great  number;  the 
number  is  smaller  than  it  was;  but  still  we  have  not  only  a  great  number,  but  we 
have  a  serious  complaint  against  the  class  of  persons  who  come  over. 

4529.  Is  the  port  at  which  they  land  in  your  union  ?— All  the  paupers  that 
come  to  Dublin  come  from  Liverpool ;  they  land  them  on  the  north  suJe  of  the 
Liffi^',  and  that  puts  them  into  our  union,  and  we  immediately  relieve  them. 

4530.  You  relieve  them  immediately  on  their  landing  in  your  union,  althoi^h 
they  might  have  been  born  in  the  South  Dublin  Union  ? — I  shonld  say  that  tliere 
are  very  few  of  them  who  have  been  born  in  the  South  Dublin  Union,  if  so,  the 
Sonth  Dublin  Union  wonld  take  them ;  we  have  only  to  pass  them  over  the  river ; 
There  are  but  few  who  have  been  born  in  either  of  the  unions.  In  the  month 
of  April  last,  I  investigated  75  cases  of  paapers  who  had  come  from  England, 
and  were  then  in  our  workhouse.  Of  those  there  were  only  13  who  had  any  coik» 
nexion  with  Dublin ;  they  were  then  in  the  house,  and  had  been  tiiere  for  some 
time. 

4531*  Would  you  say  that  that  is  the  result  of  your  observations  for  some 
years  ? — Yes ;  the  greater  proportion  of  the  paupers  that  are  landed  there  have 
nothing  to  do  with  Dublin ;  nothing  whatever. 

4532.  Dublin  is  the  nearest  port  from  Liverpool,  is  it  not?— -Yes. 

4533.  You  are  aware  that  the  parishes  removing  paupers  are,  according  to  law, 
bound  to  inquire  where  the  place  of  birth  is,  and  to  send  them  to  the  port  nearest 
to  the  place  of  birth  ? — Yes. 

4534.  Will  you  proceed  to  state  to  the  Committee  what  complaint  you  have  to 
make  ? — ^We  complain  of  persons  being  sent  over  who  have  been  a  great  many 
years  in  England,  and  have  then  lost  their  settlement  by  perhaps  removing  from    . 
one  house  to  another,  or  perhap  from  their  husband  having  deserted  them  tem- 
porarily, while  looking  for  work. 

4535.  Are  any  persons  removed  who  have  acquired  a  settlement  at  some  time 
m  England  ? — There  are  a  great  many  cases  of  that  description  of  persons  who 
have  acquired  a  settlement  and  have  lost  it. 

4536.  Have  you  inquired  into  this  subject  ? — Yes,  and  I  thought  that  the  best 
mode  was  to  tale  two  or  three  cases  to  illustrate  what  I  have  to  state,  and  I  have 
three  cases  in  illustration  of  a  large  class  of  persons. 

4537.  You  can  state  that  there  is  a  large  class  ? — Yes ;  the  moment  a  case 
comes  in  from  a  steamer  the  impression*  amongst  us  generally  is,  that  there  is 
something  improper  about  the  removal ;  but  of  that  I  do  not  now  complain. 

4538.  Do  you  say  tliat  you  have  had  so  large  an  experience  of  some  infor* 
mality  or  illegality  existing  in  removals  from  England  to  Ireland,  that  vour 
presumption  is,  whenever  a  pauper  applies  for  relief,  that  there  is  something 
informal  or  illegal  about  it? — Yes;  either  illegal  or  accidental,  from  paupers 
losing  their  residence,  by  moving  from  one  parish  to  another,  without  being 
aware  that  they  have  done  so. 

4539*  The  greater  number  of  cases  are  cases  in  which  they  have,  by  some  break 
in  the  residence,  iailed  to  acquire  irremovability  ? — ^Yes. 

4540.  You  do  not  allege  that  there  is  illegality  in  the  removal  ?— «-We  have  a 
great  number  of  illegal  case^  but  that  is  not  what  is  comphuoed  of  just  now« 
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H.J.MacFarlanef      454^*  ^o  you  mean  to  say  that  there  are  a  great  number  of  cases  in  which 
Eiq.  people  ouglit  not  to  be  removed,  under  the  present  law? — Yes. 

454''2*  What  is  the  ordinary  case  of  illegality? — I  will  give,  as  an  illustration 

3  July  i860.  of  ^fbat  appears  to  me  to  be  a  case  of  illegality,  the  case  of  a  woman  who  some 
time  since  applied  for  relief,  and  who  came  over  in  a  very  destitute  and  wretched 
state ;  she  was  removed,  and  she  came  up  to  the  workhouse ;  the  police  gene- 
rally take  them  from  the  steamer  and  bring  them  up. 

4543.  Had  she  a  warrant  of  removal? — ^Yes. 

4544.  From  what  parish  was  she  removed  ? — I  think  from  Bolton  Union. 
4545-  What  was  her  case? — She  told  us  that  she  was  not  aware  that  she  had 

ever  been  in  Ireland,  but  she  had  beard,  from  her  father  and  mother,  that  she  had 
been  born  there  ;  but  she  had  been  so  long- resident  in  England,  that  she  was  not 
herself  aware  of  the  fact ;  the  result  was,  that  she  was  brought  before  the  magistrates, 
who  asked  her  to  sign  a  paper,  stating  that  she  was  born  in  Ireland  ;  she  refused, 
and  she  was  sent  to  prison  for  a  month  for  refusing  to  sign  that  paper.  At  the 
end  of  the  month,  she  was  again  brought  before  the  magistrates,  and  they  then 
told  her  that,  if  she  did  not  sign  that  paper  she  would  be  sent  to  prison  again, 
and  she  then  signed  the  paper ;  there  is  the  deposition  on  oath  from  this  woman ; 
she  was  very  large  in  the  family-way,  and  she  was  confined  soon  afterwards. 

4546.  She  never  admitted  that  she  was  bom  in  Ireland  ?— No  ;  until  she  was 
threatened  with  being  sent  to  prison  if  she  did  not. 

4547.  She  made  a  deposition,  but  she  actually  refused  to  admit  that  she  was 
born  in  Ireland,  and  they  sent  her  to  prison  for  not  doing  so  ?— Yes. 

4548.  Mr.  Toliemac/ie.]  What  prison  was  she  sent  to  ?— It  is  stated  in  her 
deposition. 

4549.  Chairman.^  She  was  sworn  before  the  magistrates;  you  had  her 
affidavit  before  you  ? — Yes. 

4550.  What  course  did  you  take? — None,  except  to  relieve  her.  I  occasionally 
make  a  note  of  a  case,  and  I  mention  this  as  one  of  a  large  list  of  cases.  I  was 
hoping  that  there  would  be  some  committee  appointed  on  the  deportation  of 
paupers,  and  I  took  this  case  as  an  illustration  of  that  class  of  cases. 

4551.  Mr.  Maguire.]  Was  that  case  formally  brought  before  your  Board  of 
Guardians  ? — ^Yes. 

4552.  Why  did  not  they  take  some  steps  in  the  matter? — ^We  had  given  up  the 
idea  of  taking  any  steps,  finding  the  immense  difficulties  that  there  is  in  taking 
proceedings. 

4553-  Chairman.]  What'  are  the  immense  difficulties  ? — After  we  have  got  the 
best  available  evidence,  we  have  never  succeeded  in  a  prosecution;  we  have 
always  failed  in  detail. 

4554-  Do  you  mean  in  appealing  against  a  removal  ? — Yes,  as  to  England ; 
we  cannot  appeal  against  the  most  illegal  removal  from  Scotland. 

4555*  You  state  that  you  have  made  many  attempts  to  appeal  against  ille^^al 
removals,  but  that  the  expense  or  delay  make  it  hopeless  to  get  any  redress  ? — Yes. 

4556.  What  is  the  precise  form  that  you  go  through  ;  do  you  not  send  to  the 
Poor  Law  Commissioners? — Yes,  we  lodge  a  certain  sum  of  money;  we  have 
lodged  100  /.  towards  the  expenses  ;  and,  after  certain  steps  have  been  taken,  they 
have  sent  us  back  the  money,  and  said  that  we  should  fail ;  in  one  case  the  proper 
time  had  passed  by  one  day ;  in  another  there  was  some  informality  in  the  notice. 

4557'  What  is  the  proceeding  that  you  take  ? — If  a  case  came  from  Middlesex, 
we  should,  after  the  necessary  preliminary  inquiries  through  the  English  Poor 
Law  Board,  send  to  a  professional  man  here,  to  take  proceedings  against  the  Board 
of  Guardians  that  had  forwarded  the  pauper  illegally. 

4558.  Is  there  not  a  provision  made  by  law,  that  the  case  is  to  be  put  into  the 
hands. of  the  Commissioners,  who  represent  the  pauper,  and  who  undertake  to 
conduct  the  appeal  against  the  removing  parish  ? — It  is  so,  in  case  we  take  any 
steps ;  I  forget  the  details  exactly,  but  my  impression  is,  that  the  Poor  Law  Com- 
missioners in  Ireland  put  themselves  in  communication  with  the  Poor  Law  Board 
in  England,  who  then  seek  for  evidence  in  the  district  that  we  complain  of.  But 
then  the  Board  of  Guardians  in  that  district  complain  that  they  should  have  to 
give  any  evidence  or  assistance  to  tell  against  themselves  in  the  event  of  a  pro- 
secution ;  and  in  that  way  the  Poor  Law  Board  of  England,  I  believe,  have  given 
up  the  idea  of  seeking  evidence  or  assisting  the  Poor  Law  Commissioners  in  Ire- 
land in  obtaining  evidence. 

4559-  I^  such  ^  ^^^  ^  y^^  ^^^  mentioned^  at  Bolton,  what  is  the  difficulty 
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in  proving  it,  if  you  implicitly  believe  this  woman's  statement,  and  it  is  clear  that  H.J.MacFartane, 
it  was  an  illegal  removal ;  what  could  be  the  difficulty  in  sending  her  back,  or  ^' 

bringing  her  case  before  any  court? — I  should  leave  that  to  the  Poor  Law  Com-       ^  j^^j     gg^ 
missioners.     I  did  all  I  could  to  induce  them  to  follow  up  that  case. 

4560.  Mr.  H.  Herbert]  Have  you  had  any  correspondence  with  the  Poor 
Law  Commissioners  in  that  case  ? — Not  excepting  through  our  inspector.  They 
wait  for  ns  to  move  them,  and  we  did  not  do  so  yet. 

4561.  Chairman.]  Can  you  bring  before  this  Committee  the  whole  of  the  cir- 
cumstances in  that  case,  and  the  correspondence  with  the  Poor-law  Commissioners, 
who  declined  to  take  any  steps  ? — They  have  not  formally  said  that  they  would 
not  take  any  steps ;  but,  as  the  result,  I  know  that  they  are  not  going  to  take  any 
steps  ;  and  I  do  not  think  it  is  advisable. 

4562.  Mr.  H.  Herbert.]  When  that  case  happened,  was  any  written  commu- 
nication made  on  the  subject  to  the  Poor  Law  Commissioners  ? — ^The  Poor  Law 
Commissioners  are  represented  at  our  Board  by  an  inspector,  and  vivd  voce 
I  named  it  to  the  inspector,  hoping  that  he  would  have  made  a  sufficient  impression 
on  the  Poor  Law  Commissioners  of  the  importance  of  this  case,  to  induce  them  to 
take  further  steps  ;  but  it  appears  that  they  do  not  think  it  advisable  to  follow  it 
up,  from  the  great  difficulties  that  there  may  be  in  it. 

4563.  Are  there  any  official  documents  that  are  producible  as  to  that  particular 
case  ? — Yes. 

4564.  Chairman.]  Was  there  any  communication  made  from  your  Board  to 
the  Bolton  Union  in  this  case  ? — None  whatever. 

4565.  No  reference  was  made  to  the  magistrates  before  whom  this  woman  was 
brought  ? — ^Not  by  us. 

4566.  The  case  seems  entirely  to  rest  upon  the  ex  parte  statement  of  the 
woman? — Yes,  but  it  is  all  the  result  of  our  experience ;  we  have  spent  so  much 
money,  and  have  so  continually  failed,  on  account  of  the  difficulties  which  have 
been  thrown  in  our  way,  and  the  difficulty  that  wc  find  in  getting  an  independent 
court  to  hear  a  case. 

4567.  Mr.  Barrow.]  What  difficulties  have  you  had  in  respect  to  getting  an 
independent  court  to  hear  your  case  ;  have  you  not  the  power  of  appealing  against 
an  order  of  removal  to  the  English  court  of  quarter  sessions  that  granted  it  ? — Yes. 

4568.  Why,  if  you  have  the  power  of  going  to  an  English  court  of  justice,  do 
you  not  exercise  that  power.  Do  you  not  think,  in  such  a  case  as  you  Jiave 
described,  that  that  would  not  have  answered  your;  purpose  quite  as.  effectually  as 
relating  the  story  here  ? — We  have  exposed  some  cases ;  but  in  the  result  we  have 
failed. 

4569.  The  woman  staled  to  you  that  she  had  been  removed  after  an  exauiina- 
tion,  upon  which  she  must  have  been  sworn  before  English  magistrates,  and  she 
stated  that  she  believed  she  was  born  in  Ireland,  and  the  probability  is,  that  if 
you  had  applied  to  a  legal  man  here,  he  would  have  suggested  that  you  had  better 
ascertain  whether  the  fact  was  so  or  not,  before  you  put  yourself  to  the 
expense  of  an  appeal ;  but  you  took  no  pains  to  ascertain  whether  the  fact  was 
that  she  was  born  in  Ireland  or  not? — I  do  not  wish  to  go  into  the  case  of  illegal 
removals ;  it  was  incidentally  that  I  mentioned  this  case. 

4570.  But  I  wish  to  know  whether  any  step  has  been  taken  to  show  that  this 
was  a  case  of  hardship  r — I  think  it  was  a  case  of  hardship  ;  the  circumstance  of 
its  being  illegal  is  an  accidental  part  of  the  matter;  but  I  consider  it  was  a  case 
of  Jiardship,  that  this  woman,  after  being  all  her  life  in  England  working,  should 
have  lost  her  settlement. 

4571.  Chairman.']  You  stated  that  you  had  to  complain  of  the  class  of  paupeis 
that  were  sent  back  to  Ireland,  and  you  have  stated  that  you  meant  persons  who 
were  illegally  removed  ;  that  persons  who  had  acquired  a  settlement  were,  notwith- 
standing, sent  back  to  Ireland ;  and  you  instanced  this  case  as  bein^  much  in 
point,  but  as  far  as  I  understand  it,  it  is  not  a  case  that  your  Board  has  thoroughly 
investigated  ? — No,  we  have  handed  it  to  the  Commissioners. 

4572.  Have  you  any  evidence  that  you  can  rely  upon  to  prove  that  there  are 
.  cases  sent  over  in  great  numi)er8,  of  persons  who  have  lived  for  a  long  time  in 

England,  and  tire  then  suddenly  removed  ? — Yes  j  I  think  we  have  a  great  many 
cases  of  that  kind. 

4573.  Are  there  a  great  number  of  cases  of  persons  who  have  resided  a  number 
of  years  in  England  ?-— Yes,  and  they  have  lost  their  settlement  by  some  accident. 

4574*  They  have  not  acquired  irremovability ? — No;  when  I  have  spoken  of 
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WJ.MacFarlanCi  settlement  and  residence  as  having  been  obtained  by  Irish  poor  in  England,  I 
Es^.  merely  intend  to  convey  irremovability. 

~  4575-  Mr.  Magtdre.l  They  have  lost  their  irremovability  by  going  from  one 

3  July  i860*       parish  to  another,  perhaps  r — ^Yes,  this  woman  had  lost  her  irremovability  from 
that  very  circumstance. 

4576.  And  do  you  believe  that  they  often  do  so  unconsciously,  by  crossing 
the  boundaries  of  a  parish  ? — Yes. 

4577-  Chavrman!\  Is  any  inquiry  made  of  these  persons  wbca  they  apply  to 
the  North  Dublin  Union,  as  to  the  circumstances  ender  which  they  were  removed.?. 
— I  always  ask  them  questions. 

4578.  Are  the  particulars  kept  at  the  Board  of  these  cases? — I  make  a^  note 
occasionally  of  them  myself,  but  they  are  not  entered. 

4579.  You  can  refer  to  some  note  of  your  own  to  show  the  number  of  persons 
who  have  been  so  removed  i — Yes,  I  can  give  you  the  number  that  have  come 
during  the  last  12  or  14  years. 

4580.  Mr.  Barrow^  As  you  have  made  a  serious  reflection  upon  the  English 
magistracy  I  must  ask  you  for  the  name  of  the  person  who  was  removed  ? — Jane 
Kay,  removed  from  the  Bolton  Union  ;  it  is  a  large  manufacturing  town  in  Lao* 
cashire. 

•       4581.  At  what  date  was  she  removed? — Her  depositions  were  taken  on  the 
28th  of  March  i860. 

4582.  Sir  Edward  Grogan.l  Did  she  name  the  prison  to  which  she  was  com- 
mitted ?— No. 

4583.  Mr.  Maguire.']  Will  you  just  read  the  deposition,  or  as  much  of  it  as  is 
necessary  ? — "  Jane  Kay,  having  been  duly  sworn,  states :  About  six  wedcs  ago,  I  * 
applied  for  relief  in  the  Bolton  Union,  and  was  admitted  to  the  workhouse.  In 
about  a  week  afterwards  I  was  taken  before  the  magistrates,  and  was  asked 
where  I  was  born,  and  I  said  I  did  not  know.  I  was  then  pressed  to  swear  and 
refused,  and  was  committed  to  prison  for  contempt  of  court  for  a  month.  When 
I  was  discharged  from  prison  I  was  admitted  to  the  workhouse,  and  again  taken 
before  the  magistrates,  and  was  threatened  with  imprisonment  if  I  did  not  swear. 
Rather  than  go  to  prison,  I  did  swear  I  was  born  in  Ireland,  but  I  did  not  know 
where  I  was  bom ;  I  do  not  know  whether  I  ever  was  in  Ireland.  My  father  is 
dead,  and  he  was  an  Englishman,  but  my  mother  was  born  in  Ireland.'' 

4584.  Chairman.']  Does  she  say  that  she  refused  to  be  sworn  to  the  fact,  or 
that  she  refused  to  be  sworn  at  all  ? — She  refused  to  be  sworn  altogether;  and  I 
should  direct  the  attention  of  the  Committee  to  the  mode  in  which  paupers  are 
sworn.  There  is  a  printed  form  filled  up,  I  think,  in  a  very  unsatisfactory  way, 
so  that  the  paupers  hardly  know  what  they  are  signing;  and  when  they  are 
called  upon  to  sign,  their  depositions  are  not  regularly  taken  down,  as  in  any 
other  case ;  at  lea^t,  I  believe  that  is  the  practice. 

4585.  Mr.  Maguire.]  You  derive  your  information  from  nmnberless  state- 
ments which  have  been  made  to  you  by  paupers  ? — ^Yes  ;  and  we  wish  that  one 
of  the  steps  taken  to  relieve  us  should  be  that  proper  depositions  were  taken. 

4586.  Is  the  impression  on  your  mind  that  the  proceedings  before  the  mag!s* 
trates  in  England  are  of  a  very  informal  character  ? — From  all  the  documents  that 
come  before  us,  there  seems  to  be  great  informality  in  the  way  in  which  it  is  done. 

4587.  Have  you  ever  heard  of  orders  of  removal  being  made  by  magistrates  in 
their  private  dwellings  ? — I  have  heard  of  that ;  and  I  think  if  I  was  to  read  two 
lines  of  what  we  have  sought  to  relieve  us  in  that  way,  it  would  show  what  our 
impression  as  a  Board  of  Guardians  is,  "  We  pray  that  when  any  pauper  is  Ve- 
moved  from  England  to  Scotland  or  Ireland,  such  pauper  or  paupers  shall  be 
conducted  by  an  oflScer  to  the  Union  nearest  to  the  place  of  their  birth,  and  that 
said  officer  shall  hand  a  certified  copy  of  the  evidence  taken,  and  order  of  the 
magistrate,  to  the  proper  officer  of  the  workhouse,  for  the  information  of  the 
Guardians  and  all  concerned,  and  that  a  proper  conveyance  and  shelter  from  the 
severity  of  the  weather,  both  by  land  or  sea,  be  provided  for  them;*'  that  was 
inserted  in  consequence  of  our  seldom  being  satisfied  as  to  the  evidence  on  which 
a  pauper  was  removed,  and  the  wretched  state  in  which  they  arrived- 

4588.  Sir  Edward  Grogan.]  With  reference  to  this  female  pauper,  at  the  time 
she  applied  to  you,  did  she  produce  a  warrant  of  removal? — Yes. 

4589.  Was  it  duly  signed  and  in  form,  in  every  way  ? — It  appeared  to  be 
sufficiently  formal ;  but  we  had  not  the  depositions,  or  any  copy  of  them. 

4590.  Do  you  recollect  the  names  that  were  attached  to  it  ? — No  j  but  we  have 
bad  some  hundred  cases  of  that  sort. 

4591-  What 
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4591.  What  has  become  of  that  warrant?— I  suppose  it  is  available  ;  I  thought  H.J.  MacFarkne, 
that  the  Poor  Law  ComniissioDers,  perhaps,  would  have  taken  some  steps  about  it^  ^* 

and  it  is  possible  they  have  made  inquiry.  J     ~ 

4592.  Mr.  Mqguire:]  That  warrant  would  appear  in  due  form  ;  but  it  would       3  J«"7»86o. 
not  appear  on  the  face  of  it  that  the  woman  had  sworn  under  a  kind  of  moral 

coercion? — No;  there  is  noiliing  to  show  what  had  taken  place. 

4593-  Mr.  Tollemache.]  You  say  that  the  law,  as  it  exists  at  present,  works  very 
harshly  by  the  poor  of  Ireland  ? — Yes  ;  very  harshly,  I  tliinl^ 

4594.  Have  3^u  thought  of  any  alterations  which  ought  to  take  place  r — Yes  ; 
there  are  a  few  things  which  seem  to  me  to  be  very  reasonable ;  for  instance,  that 
a  poor  man  being  in  England,  after  being  in  service  for  three  years  in  a  union, 
should  obtain  a  residence  by  that,  and  when  he  became  chargieable,  he  should  be 
sent  to  a  union  in  IrelaiKl,  or  to  the  town  nearest  to  his  place  of  birth,  instead  of 
being  left  at  the  port.  I  think  that  that  would  nearly  relieve  us,  proper  evidence 
being  taken ;  we  attach  great  importance  to  that. 

4595*  ^o  y^u  not  think  that  if  you  appealed  against  some  of  these  removals, 
that  the  proceedings  would  be  of  a  more  formal  character  than  you  have  repre- 
sented them  to  be  ? — 1  think  that  the  Commissioners  ought  to  be  very  fair  judges 
of  the  impropriety  of  the  proceeding. 

4596.  Mr.  H.  Herbert.']  Have  yon  ever  been  appealed,  in  any  case  in  your 
union  ?— Yes ;  but  we  have  always  broken  down  in  some  little  matter  of  form. 

4597.  Have  you  actually  broken  down  when  the  case  came  on  to  be  heard,  or 
have  you  broken  down  in  making  inquiries  here? — We  feel  that  thtare  is  great 
difficulty  in  getting  evidence,  from  the  class  of  persons  who  are  to  give  the  evi- 
dence, in  the  district  where  the  prosecution  is  being  condacted. 

4598.  Have  you  ever,  in  fact,  brought  a  case  to  trial? — Not  for  some  years; 
there  was  a  case  brought  to  trial,  which  cost  us  a  great  deal  of  money,  and,  upon 
some  technical  point,  we  failed. 

4599'  ^o  ywj  recollect  what  that  point  was? — No ;  I  do  not. 

4600.  Have  you  only  appealed  once  r — There  may  have  been  other  cases,  but 
I  have  not  latterly  directed  my  attention  to  it ;  I  was  not  chairman  at  the  time  it 
was  done.  The  chairman  generally  looks  after  these  things;  I  mean  as  to 
drawing  up  the  details  ;  I  do  not  recollect  the  details,  but  I  recollect  being-present 
when  it  was  determined  that  we  should  appeal  in  the  case  I  have  already  alluded 
to  as  our  last  attempt  to  appeal  several  years  ago. 

4601.  When  you  talk  of  cases  breaking  down,  have  they  broken  down  from 
anything  that  yoU  would  consider  a  denial  of  justice  when  they  have  been  fairly 
tried  here,  or  has  it  been  that  when  the  cases  in  which  you  have  desired  to  appeal 
came  to  be  inquired  into  by  your  legal  man  here,  he  has  thought  it  a  case  not 
worth  bringing  forward  ? — I  think  that  it  has  been  in  the  final  prosecution  of  the 
case  that  it  has  broken  down  ;  they  have  been  taken  up  very  warmly  by  legal 
men  here,  but  they  have  not  succeeded  ;  I  cannot  say  what  the  cause  of  the  brok- 
ing down  has  been,  but  the  general  impression  is,  that,  no  matter  what  the  case 
is,  we  shall  not  appeal. 

4603.  Have*  the  legal  men  here  made  any  complaint  of  difficulties  being  thrown 
in  their  way  by  the  officers  of  the  unions  here  ? — I  think  that  that  is  the  impres- 
sion with  us. 

4603.  You  have,  in  fact,  to  get  up  the  evidence  ?~Yes,  and  from  most  unwill- 
ing parties. 

4604.  From  those  who  are  actually  accused  ? — Yes ;  I  believe  it  is  the  case,  in 
English  unions,  that  they  complain  of  each  other  in  that  respect  also. 

4605.  Mr.  Barrow.]  Are  you  speaking  from  any  sort  of  information  that  you 
possess  on  this  matter  ? — I  decline  to  enter  into  this  question  very  much,  but  I  was 
pressed  to  give  my  opinion.  It  should  be  borne  in  mind  that  all  the  preliminary 
enqu'uries  have  been  through  the  English  Poor  Law  Board. 

4606.  Mr.  Sotkeron  Estcaurt.]  Do  yon  ev^  remove,  or  in  any  way  get  rid  oi, 
these  paupers  after  they  have  been  in  your  workhouse,  or  do  they  constantly 
remain  ? — If  we  find  an  extreme  case  of  hardship,  perhaps,  once  a  year,  some  one 
may  assist  them  back ;  I  am  sure  there  are  not  two  cases  in  a  year  that  have  beep 
sent  from  Dnblia  elsewhere* 

4607.  I  am  speaking  of  elsewhere  in  Ireland  ? — A  certaia  proportion,  perhaps 
one-half. 

o.9[5«  004  4608.  Can 


Digitized  by 


Google 


240  MINUTES  OF  EVIDENCE  TAKEN  BEFORE  THE 

B.  J.  MaeFarhne^      4608.  Oan  you  give  the  Committee  the  average  number  of  paupers  who  are 

^*  landed  in  Dublin  and  ihen  removed  to  your  workhouse  ? — In  1 854  there  were  539 

~       cases,  which  I  more  or  less  investigated. 

3  July  i860.  4609.  Are  you  now  speaking  of  the  cases  of  paupers  landed  from  England  or 

Scotland  within  your  union  ? — Very  few  cases  come  to  Dublin  from  Scotland, 

they  generally  come  from  Liverpool  or  London.     In  the  six  years  since  1 854, 

there  has  been  a  diminution^  but  up  to  the  25tb  of  last  March,  there  had  beeu 

i»8o7  within  that  period. 

4610.  With  regard  to  ihose,  they  do  not  profess,  I  suppose,  to  belong  to 
Dublin  ? — Hardly  any. 

461 1.  They  profess  to  belong  to  some  other  parts  of  Ireland  ?  —Yes. 

4612.  My  question  was,  do  you  ever  remove,  or  in  what  way  do  these  paupers 
ever  leave  your  union  ? — ^A  very  large  proportion  of  them  stay  on,  and  by  degrees, 
I  think^  they  get  their  friends  in  England  to  send  them  funds  to  take  them  back 
to  England  again,  because  as  to  a  great  proportion,  perhaps,  nineteen-twentieths 
of  those  who  are  removed  when  they  come  to  us,  it  has  been  an  accidental  thing 
that  has  brought  them  within  the  reach  of  the  authorities  who  sent  them  over. 

4613.  But  what  becomes  of  those  paupers  who  are  so  placed  in  your  work- 
house?— A  few  of  them,  it  may  be,  go  to  more  distant  parts  of  the  country; 
they  find  their  way  there  ;  but  a  great  proportion  find  their  way  back  to  England, 
where  their  friends  and  relations  are. 

4614.  In  what  way  do  these  persons  who  go  to  England  obtain  funds  to  pay 
for  their  passage? — Perhaps,  from  their  friends  in  England;  perhaps,  from  their 
late  employers;  one  man  stated  that  if  his  employers  had  known  he  was  about 
to  be  removed,  they  would  have  prevented  it. 

4615.  Your  remedy  is,  that  any  person  sent  from  an  English  union  should  not 
merely  be  landed  on  your  shores,  but  should  be  sent  to  the  union  in  which  the 
place  of  birth  of  that  person  happened  to  be  ? — ^Yes  ;  and  one  reason  for  my  saying 
that  is  this :  that  in  some  few  cases  they  do  send  them  to  their  place  of  birth  in 
Ireland,  and  before  they  find  out  which  is  the  port  to  send  them  to,  they  should 
find  out,  more  or  less,  where  they  come  from  ;  and  so,  when  they  are  investigating 
as  to  the  nearest  port,  or  the  place  to  which  they  are  to  send  them,  they  are 
inquiring  where  the  place  of  birth  is*,  and  therefore  it  would  not  be  much  more 
difficult  to  send  them  to  that  place  instead  of  landing  them  in  Dublin.  If  that 
was  done,  and  a  proper  mode  of  conveyance  provided  across  the  Channel,  we 
in  the  North  Dublui  Union  should  be  practically  relieved. 

4616.  Mr.  H.  Herbert.']  Referring  to  the  class  that  you  have  described  as  being 
the  most  numerous,  who  are  enabled  to  return  to  England  by  the  assistance  of 
their  friends,  it  would  be  a  hardship  upon  them,  would  it  not,  to  be  forwarded  10 
their  own  unions  in  Ireland,  as  it  would  be  then  more  difficult  for  them  to  get 
back? — ^Yes  ;  but  I  am  pretty  sure  we  should  not  have  the  same  number  sent 
over.     I  think  there  would  be  more  care  taken  as  to  those  they  sent  over. 

'4617.  You  think  that  the  extra  expense  would  prevent  the  English  unions 
from  reuioving  them  at  all? — No  ;  but  they  would  be  more  careful  about  sending 
ihem  away. 

4618.  Why? — Because  I  think  cases  are  sent  over  in  a  hurried  way;  it  does 
not  seem  to  cost  them  very  much,  and  I  think  in  more  cases  than  perhaps  one 
can  exactly  put  one's  finger  upon,  in  an  illegal  way. 

4619.  The  extra  expense  would  be  a  mere  trifle,  of  sending  a  pauper  from  the 
nearest  port  to  his  place  of  birth  ;  how  would  the  mere  additional  expense  deter 
an  English  union  from  sending  them  ? — In  the  case  of  a  person  applying  for 
relief,  perhaps  for  a  month,  saying  that  they  had  been  ill  and  that  they  expected, 
in  the  course  of  a  month's  time,  they  would  be  able  to  gel  into  employment 
again.  I  think  that  if  they  had  to  spend  30  s.  instead  of  5  «.,  they  might  retain 
them  for  that  month. 

46:^0.  But  would  the  diflerence  be  between  30  8.  and  5  s,  ? — Any  difference  at 
all  would  be  in  favour  of  the  pauper  not  being  sent  over. 

4621.  Chairman.']  He  would  have  a  chance  of  not  being  removed? — Y^s  ;  I 
have  perhaps  named  a  higher  sum  than  it  would  cost,  merely  to  illustrate  my 
meaning. 

4622.  Mr.  Tolleniache.]  You  say  that  the  law,  as  it  exists  at  present,  works 
very  harshly  by  the  poor  of  Ireland  ? — It  works  harshly  by  the  poor  of  Ireland, 
who  are  recipients  of  relief  in  England. 

4623.  Do 
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4623.  Do  you  think  that  the  evils  of  which  you  complain,  would  be  lessened,  H.  J.  Macfarlaney 
if  the  period  of  residence  for  acquiring  irremovability  were  reduced  from  five             Eaq. 
years  to  three  years  ? — Considerably.  

4624.  But  you   think  those  evils  would  be  still  further  lessened  if  irremov-       ^  ^^^  ^^    ' 
ability  in  any  towqship  or  parish  were  not  forfeited  until  they  had  obtained  irre- 
movability elsewhere  ? — Yes  ;  two  or  three  of  these  apparently  minor  modes  for 

lessening  the  present  cause  of  complaint  put  together  would  give  very  great  relief 
to  us.  I  should  mention  that  the  Board  of  Supervision,  in  Scotland,  has  recom- 
mended the  parochial  Boards  thereto  send  a  pauper  to  the  union  nearest  the  place 
of  his  birth  in  Ireland,  and  that  shows  that  they  have  felt  it  was  a  hardship  to  land 
a  pauper  merely  at  a  port,  leaving  him  to  find  his  way  elsewhere. 

4625.  ChairmanJ]  h  that  a  recent  decision  ?—  Last  year's  report  ( 1 859)  of  Irish 
Poor  Law  Commissioners  mentions  it. 

4626.  Do  they  give  eflPect  to  it  ? — Yes,  to  a  certain  extent. 

4627.  Mr.  H.  Herbert'^  Are  you  prepared  to  suggest  any  mode  of  practicallv 
carrying  that  into  effect  through  any  particular  officer  in  your  union  r— I  think  it 
is  a  matter  of  detail ;  I  see  no  difficulty  whatever  in  it. 

4628.  So  that  when  a  pauper  is  sent  to  Dublin  he  might  be  sent  to  his  own 
union,  through  your  Board  ? — I  tljink  that  there  are  relieving  officers,  if  a  pauper 
came,  who  would  see  that  he  was  placed  in  a  railway  carriage  and  sent  om ;  there 
would  be  machinery,  I  think,  very  easily  available  for  that. 

4629.  Chairman.']  Is  there  any  place  to  which  these  paupers  can  go,  supposing 
that  they  arrive  in  the  night  ? — ^At  any  hour  they  are  brought  up  to  our  workhouse ; 
the  police  at  once  take  charge  of  them,  and  take  them  to  our  union  house. 

4630.  No  cases  occur  of  their  lying  out  after  being  landed,  having  no  place  of 
shelter  ? — No ;  but  the  police  have  been  sometimes  in  a  difficulty ;  they  have 
come  over  sometimes  in  a  very  wretched  state,  on  the  deck  of  a  ship  ;  and  in  one 
case  a  poor  creature  died  from  what  she  had  suffered  on  board  in  her  passage. 

4631.  Was  the  case  inquired  into,  and  was  that  ascertained  to  be  the  cause  of 
her  death  ? — Very  nearly  ;  it  was  stated  she  was  in  a  very  wretched  state  when 
put  on  board ;  that  she  was  carried  down  and  put  on  board  the  steamer,  being 
unable  to  ualk. 

4632.  Mr.  Maguire.]  When  she  was  in  Liverpool  ? — Yes  ;  it  is  a  short  case  ;  ' 
her  evidence  was  taken  on  her  death  bed,  and  I  will  read  it :  ^*  Elizabeth  Kearney 
sworn,  states :  1  was  born  in  Dublin,  and  about  15  years  ago  I  went  to  Liverpool 
to  my  sister  ;  I  have  lived  there  since,  sometimes  sewing,  sometimes  at  service ; 
about  a  year  ago  I  had  a  paralytic  stroke,  and  got  into  the  infirmary  and  was  cured ; 
about  six  months  ago  I  had  another,  and  remained  with  my  sister.  Last  week  I 
applied  to  get  into  West  Derby  Union,  and  last  Saturday  my  sister  gave  evidence 
before  the  magistrates  that  I  was  born  in  Ireland.  I  was  examined  by  a  doctor 
on  Friday,  and  on  yesterday  I  was  put  on  board  a  steamer  and  arrived  here  this 
morning ;  I  could  not  walk,  and  was  carried  to  the  steamer  in  a  cab,  and  put  in 
the  steamer  by  a  relieving  officer." 

4633.  Mr.  H.  Herbert]  Did  she  die?— Yes,  in  about  two  days. 

4634.  Was  there  any  inquest  held,  and  if  so,  what  was  the  result  ? — I  do  not 
think  there  was  an  inquest  held  ;  and  I  will  just  read  to  the  Committee  the  reason 
which  is  given  in  the  statement  of  the  medical  officer:  "  Humphrey  Minchin, 
Esq.,  M.D.,  one  of  the  medical  officers  of  the  North  Dublin  Workhouse,  having 
been  duly  sworn,  states:  I  saw  Elizabeth  Hearney  about  4  o'clock  p.m.,  on  the 
1 8th  instant ;  she  appeared  very  weak  and  very  cold,  and  said  she  had  been  very 
much  tossed  in  the  passage  from  Liverpool,  but  was  not  sea  sick  ;  she  was  quite 
paralysed  on  one  side,  and  her  debility  was  very  great.  I  think  her  removal  in  her 
condition  was  attended  with  danger ;  from  that  time  to  the  present  she  has  been 
gradually  becoming  helpless,  and  she  is  now  dying;  she  had  the  appearance  {so 
in  original)  having  a  pressure  on  the  brain,  from  which  she  is  dying ;  I  am  not 
sufficiently  aware  of  her  condition,  before  her  removal,  to  be  able  to  express  an 
opinion  as  to  whether  her  removal  in  the  state  she  was  in  could  have  had  the 
effect  of  hastening  her  decease. 

4635.  How  long  was  it  before  she  died  after  her  admission? — About  two 
or  three  days. 

0.95.  H  H  4636.  Chairman.] 
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H.JMoicFmUmtf      4636.  CAairwMf».]  Was  there  an  inquest  ?— No ;  I  may  mfintion  that  we   are 
Esqk  suflFering  from  an  increase  of  lunatics  aod  idiots,  who  are  sent  u>  us  ;  uehad  seven 

lately  sent  from  America,  and  some  time  ago  there  was  a  poor  lunatic  sent  to  us 

sJttljraSa      from  Scotland. 


Veneris^  6*  die  JuGi,  1860. 


M£A1B£RS   PRESENT. 


Mr.  Aynon. 

Mr.  Beecroft. 

Mr.  Gregory. 

Sir  Edward  Grogan. 

Mr.  H.  Herbert. 

Mr.  Knivht. 

Mr.  Lockhart 


Mr.  Maguire. 

Sir  W.  Miles. 

Cobnel  Smytli. 

M  r.  ToIleiDache^ 

Mr.  Vi liters. 

Mr.  Sotberon  Estcowrt. 


The  Right  Honourable  C.  VILLIERS,  in  the  Chair. 


Henrtf  James  MacFarlane,  called  in ;  and  Examined. 

H.J.MacFarianef      4637.  Chairman.']  WILL  you  be  good  enough  to  state  the  period  since  which 
Esq,  you  have  given  up  making  any  appeal  on  account  of  informalities  in   removing 

•       paupers  from  England  to  Ireland  ? — On  the  last  day,  I  was  asked  when  we  gave 

6  July  i860.  yp  appealing  against  the  cases  that  were  sent  to  us,  and  I  then  stated  that  it  was 
several  years  ago ;  but  I  will  just  read  a  portion  of  a  letter  received  from  the 
Poor  Law  Board  in  England,  which  gives  the  date.  In  the  early  part  of  1850, 
we  appealed  against  a  case  that  we  thought  had  not  been  properly  removed,  and 
we  lodged  100  /.  with  the  Poor  Law  Board,  which  was  necessary  to  cover  the 
expenses  of  the  preliminary  inquiry. 

4638.  Do  you  mean  the  Irish  Poor  Law  Board  ? — We  cull  them  the  Poor  Law 
*  Commissiooers,  not  the  Poor  Law  Board  ;  we  conducted  our  proceedii^  against 

the  Boards  of  Guardians,  through  the  Poor  Law  Board  of  England,  and  that  is 
one  of  the  defects  in  the  law  as  to  appealing.  In  that  case  we  suflfered  from  it, 
in  consequence  of  the  long  conespondence  which  look  place  from  time  to  lime 
between  the  various  parties ;  the  Irish  Poor  Law  CommissioneFS,  tbe  English 
Poor  Law  Board,  the  Board  of  Guardians  where  the  pauper  was  removed  from, 
and  the  Board  of  Guardians  with  which  I  am  concerned,  by  preliminary 
inquiries  occupied  so  much  lime  that  the  time  lapsed,  by  one  day ;  that  was  a 
case  in  which  we  fieiiled. 

4639.  What  do  you  mean  by  one  day  ? — It  was  one  day  over  the  six  months 
which  are  allowed  for  appeal. 

4640.  You  did  not  appeal  within  that  period,  and  you  lost  your  right  of 
appeal  ? — Yes ;  but  this  right  was  lost  in  that  case  from  the  enormous  complicated 
correspondence  that  was  necessary  from  the  present  state  of  the  law ;  the  Poor 
Law  Board  sending  back  our  docunrents,  say,  on  the  3d  of  April  1 850,  *^  In 
returning  the  documents  relating  to  tfie  case  of  Andrew  M*Donagh,  removed  last 
November  from  York  to  Dublin,  we  think  it  right  to  remark  that  the  present 
state  of  the  law  with  reference  to  the  removal  of  Irish  paupers  from  England, 
and  the  appeals  against  such  removals,  is  very  unsatisfactory  and  requires  to  be 
reconsidered." 

4641.  That  was  written  from  the  English  Poor  Law  Board  in  1850? — Yes, 
No.  261  ;  returning  the  documents  that  we  had  lodged,  and  the  100/.  that  we  had 
lodged  to  cover  the  expenses,  which  was  necessary  under  the  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  117. 

4642.  They  did  not  state  anything  more  than  that  ? — I  only  took  that  extract ; 
that  particularly  refers  to  us  ;  and  we  have  thought  it  judicious,  since  that,  not  to 
go  to  the  preliminary  expense  of  making  inquiries  previously  to  prosecuting  an 
appeal,  because  we  have  no  funds  out  of  which  to  take  any  expense  for  the 
preliminary  inquiry.  The  Poor  Law  Commissioners  had  the  case  submitted  to 
Mr.  Henn,  a  very  excellent  authority  in  Ireland,  and  lie  gave  it  as  his  opinion 
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that  we  could  not,  out  of  the  poor  rate,  apply  any  sum    to  pTeliminary  inquiries;  J?.  J.MacFarbme, 
we  have  also  made  inquiry  as  to  what  might   be  the   expenses  of  a  preKminary             ^^pq. 
inquiry.  

4643.  Do  yoa  mean  that  you  could  not  incur  the  expense  legally  of  getting  up       ^  *'^^^^  ^^^' 
a  case  upon  which  to  found  an  appeal  ? — Yes ;  exactly  so» 

4644.  Upon  that  point  you  have  obtained  the  opinion  of  counsel,  that  you 
could  not  pay  those  expienses  out  of  the  rates? — Yes;  they  must  come  out  of  a 
vokmtaiy  subscription  from  the  guardians,  or  something  of  that  kind ;  we  have 
heard  that  for  the  preliminary  inquiries,  even  100  Z.  might  not  cover  the  -expense 
and  the  prosecution,  and  «fter  all,  which  was  a  very  important  point,  even  if  v^e 
had  succeeded,  we  could  not  wnd  the  pa^vper  back ;  we  had  fio  power  to  coerce 
the  pauper  to  go  back  to  the  pari€rh  from  which  he  had  been  illegally  remored. 

43645.  But  ike  pothits  seem  but  few  that  you  would  have  to  inquire  into ;  a 
pauper  applies  to  yfou  for  relief  in  !>ubltn,  and  you  entertain  some  doubt  as  to 
the  legality  of  the  removal  t^  I>ahiin ;  those  doubts  I  suppose  are  founded  on  a 
few  points,  which  wouW  imturaHy  be  easy  to  ascertain,  would  they  not? — Except 
for  the  very  trumbersome  nature  -of  the  maclimery,  for  instance,  our  having  to 
communicate  first  with  the  Poor  Law  Commissioners  in  Ireland,  and  then  with 
the  Pour  Law  B«ard  in  England,  and  the  Poor  Law  Board  in  England  then  must 
undertake  to  make  the  prelimwary  inqniiries  ;  they  are  not  willing,  I  suppose,  10 
force  the  guardians  in  EngJand  to  give  us  the  necessary  infonnation,  and  tiiere  is 
a  complication  in  the  machinery  which  I  do  not  exactly  understand. 

4646.  As  far  as  I  uoderstand  your  evidence,  the  Poor  Law  Commissioners  in 
England  are  obliged  to  make  these  preliminary  inquiries  ? — They  do  not  admit 
diat  they  are  obliged  to  make  them. 

4647.  But,  as  far  as  i  ^am  u«4erst»nd  it,  ifee  union  in  Ireland  is  relieved  from 
the  ItabiHty  of  getting  up  a  ca»c,  because  they  communicate  ^rst  with  the  Com- 
missiofiers  an  Ireland,  who  'sead  the  case  to  the  Commissioners  in  London  ?— That 
is  the  exitraordinary  m«^  of  the  iaw,  that  tilthoogii  we  must  communicate  through 
the  two  Boards,  both  througb  the  Poor  Law  Commisstoners  in  Ireland  and  the 
Poor  Law  Board  in  London,  after  all,  we  must  lake  the  entire  expense  and 
trouble  upon  ourselves  as  to  the  prosecution.  It  is  the  preliminary  inquiries 
wfaidi  the  Poor  Law  Board  in  England  must  first  moke  before  they  sanction  our 
proceeding  with  the  prosecotion. 

4648.  They  do  not  throw  that  upon  jrow  ? — Yes,  they  throw  the  prosecution 
upon  us  afterwards ;  but  the  preliminary  inquiry  rests  with  them,  and  if  they  are 
a  long  time  in  making  a  prelhninary  inquiry,  as  in  the  case  I  have  referred  to, 
the  length  of  time  eventually  caused  the  six  cnonths  to  elapse  to  which  our  power 
of  appeal  was  limited. 

4649.  Are  the  Committee  to  understand  from  the  information  you  have  received 
from  the  Poor  Law  Commissioners  in  England^  that  it  was  an  unsatisfactory  and 
expensive  process,  that  you  have  ceased  to  make  any  appeal  Bgainst  removals 
from  England  to  Ireland  ? — When  vi^  considered  the  question  at  our  Board  of 
Guardians,  that  case  was  always  present  to  our  minds,  and  we  said,  tins  will  be  a 
similar  case  to  the  other,  and  after  all  the  trouble  we  may  take,  the  state  of  the 
law  is  so  very  unsatisfactory,  that  the  chances  are,  we  shall  lose  the  money 
expended  in  the  preliminary  inquiry.  On  the  17th  April  1850,  we  passed  a  reso- 
lution at  our  Board  in  reference  to  the  case  of  McDonagh,  which  I  have  alluded  to. 

^OBTH  DUBLIK  UnION. 

Moved  by  Joseph  Lonjr,  and  s»econded  by  Chartes  Roper,  j.  p.,  **  That  a  copy  of  the  letter 
from  Mr.  A ndefson,  solicitor,  of  York,  employed  in  the  case  of  apfpeal  against  the  illegal 
removal  of  the  paaper  McDooagh  and  family  from  York  to  Dahlia,  oe  forwarded  to  the  Poor 
Law  Commissioners,  calling  their  marked  attention  to  the  aeglect  ia  their  department,  whereby 
the  appeal  lodged  against  the  removal  of  the  pauper  ti>  Irels^  was  lost,  and  expense  iacuned 
by  said  neglect;  that  this  Board  feel  such  (if  true)  to  be  most  reprehensible,  and  do  call  for 
a  full  explanation  of  the  whole  affair.'*   • 

4650.  Since  1851,  Irave  you  always  relieved  paupers  who  have  been  removed 
to  your  union  in  Dublin? — Yes,  always. 

4fi5i.  Without  any  inquiry  as  to  the  form  under  which  they  have  been  removed 
or  whether  it  was  illegal  or  otherwise?— We  have  generally  made  an  inquiry  ; 
not  an  expensive  inquiry  ;  we  have  made  some  trifling  inquiry,  merely  to  ascer- 
tain the  nature  of  the  case,  but  we  have  not  taken  any  steps. 
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.  J.  MacFarlane       4652I.  Do  you  take  any  steps  to  ascertain  where  a  pauper  was   born,  or  where 
E«q.  he  has  resided  ?  —We  obtain  that  from  their  own  statements  to  us. 

4653.  Are  those  statements  made  upon  oath  ? — Occasionally. 

6  July  i86o.  4654.  Is  it  the  practice  in  your  union  to  remove  them  at  once  to  the  places 

where  they  say  they  were  bom  ? — No  ;  we  always  keep  them. 

4655.  Mr.  H.  Herbert.]  Have  you  no  power  to  examine  them  on  oath  ? — ^The 
Assistant  Commissioner  who  acts  at  our  Board  has  power  to  do  so. 

4656.  Does  he  attend  all  your  meetings? — Occasionally;  and  when  there  is 
anything  of  that  kind,  we  send  for  him ;  he  is  always  available. 

4657.  You  have  stated  that  if  you  were  to  succeed  in  an  appeal,  you  could 
not  send  a  pauper  hack  ? — No,  we  could  not  oblige  him  to  go  back. 

4658.  Then  what  redress  would  you  practically  obtain? — None. 

4659.  Then  the  appeal  would  be,  in  point  of  fact,  useless ;  you  would  incur 
the  expense,  and  having  succeeded,  you  would  gain  no  benefit  whatever  ? — Un- 
less the  pauper  wished  to  avail  himself  of  our  sending  him  back. 

4660.  I  understand  you  to  say,  that  in  the  event  of  succeeding  upon  an  appeal 
you  could  not  compel  a  pauper  to  go  back  who  had  been  improperly  removed  to 
your  union  ? — We  certainly  could  not  coerce  him. 

4661.  Could  you  take  any  steps  to  remove  him  after  that  ? — I  believe  not;  he 
is  still  a  pauper,  a  destitute  person  within  our  union. 

4662.  Sir  fV.  Miles.]  Can  you  refer  the  Committee  to  the  clause  in  the  Act  of 
Parliament  to  prove  that? — I  cannot. 

4663.  Mr.  Gregory.']  Have  you  any  power  of  removal  in  Ireland  at  all  ? — 
None  whatever. 

4664.  Chairman.]  Is  there  not  a  right  of  action  against  the  parish  removing, 
on  the  part  of  the  pauper,  if  he  has  been  removed  illegally? — I  think  it  has 
heen  decided  that  a  pauper  has  no  right  of  action.     I  am  quite  sure  of  that. 

4665.  There  is  no  means  of  recovering  by  the  union,  to  which  a  pauper  has 
been  removed,  from  the  parish  illegally  removing  him,  the  cost  of  the  maintenance 
of  .that  pauper  ? — I  believe  not  beyond  the  expenses,  if  the  appeal  is  decided  in  our 
favour, 

4666.  Sir  W.  Miles.']  Suppose  that  a  pauper  is  removed  from  Manchester, 
and  you  appeal  against  the  removal,  and  succeed,  and  the  pauper  is  still  charge- 
able to  the  Dublin  Union,  where  you  relieve  him,  what  would  be  your  course  of 
action  having  succeeded  upon  that  appeal  ? — I  believe  that  if  the  pauper  would 
go  back,  then  we  should  get  the  expense  of  sending  him  back,  and  they  would 
have  to  take  him ;  but,  if  he  does  not  go  back,  we  should  obtain  nothing,  and 
should  have  lost  all  our  expenses. 

4667.  You  would  maintain  him  notwithstanding  that  you  had  gained  the 
.appeal  ? — Certainly. 

4668.  Sir  E.  Grogan.]  Has  any  case  ever  occurred  in  the  Dublin  Union,  or 
in  any  other  Irish  Union,  to  your  knowledge,  in  which  an  appeal  has  been  insti- 
tuted, and  in  which  the  decision  has  been  in  favour  of  the  Irish  Union?— I  never 
heard  of  one ;  it  may  have  been  so  iu  the  earlier  cases,  but  not  within  my 
recollection. 

4669.  Chairman.]  You  say  that  you  have  never  obtained  a  decision  in  your 
favour?— No. 

4670.  Then  the  law  really  has  never  been  brought  in  question,  as  to  whether 
you  have  any  means  of  obliging  a  pauper  to  return?— No  ;  only  in  considering 
whether  it  was  worth  our  while  to  prosecute  appeals  under  such  disadvantageous 
terms  ;  we  have  made  ourselves  acquainted  with  the  law. 

4671.  Mr.  Gregory.]  You  have  been  deterred  from  prosecuting  appeals,  from 
the  knowledge  you  have  gained  that  practically  the  result  would  not  be  in  your 
favour? — Decidedly.  There  was  another  case  of  appeal,  I  believe,  a  little  before 
the  one  I  have  referred  to,  in  which  the  failure  arose  from  some  technical  mistake 
in  the  notice  given  ;  and  these  are  the  only  two  cases  that  I  recollect. 

4672.  Chairman.]  Practically  speaking,  you  do  not  appeal  in  consequence  of 
the  difficulties  that  attend  the  appeal  ? — Precisely  so. 

4673.  You  believe  that  paupers  are  illegally  removed,  and  you  have  some 
reason  for  believing  that  if  an  appeal  was  beard  it  would  be  decided  in  your 
favour,  but  in  consequence  of  the  diflBculties  and  expense,  you  have  never  entered 
an  af)peal  ? — That  is  so. 

4674.  You  have  obtained  the  opinion  of  counsel  in  favour  of  that  view  of  the 
law?—  The  opinion  of  counsel  was,  with  regard  to  the  preliminary  expenses  which 
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we  would  incur  in  making  these  inquiries  through  the  English  Poor  Law  Board  ;  H.  J.  MacFarhne, 
we  were  obliged  to  lodge  a  certain  sum,  100/.  in  a  particular  case,  and  we  were  Esq. 

given  to  understand  that  whatever  portion  of  that  should   be  expended  in  the       JT^"""^ 
preliminary  inquiries  we  could  not  place  to  the  account  of  the  poor  rale.  ^^ 

4675.  That  was  one  of  the  difficulties  ? — Yes  ;  but  there  was  another  difficulty, 
which  I  alluded  to  on  the  last  day  of  my  examination,  the  difficulty  of  getting  the 
depositions.  There  are  not  proper  informations,  as  we  believe,  available.  When 
a  pauper  is  sent  from  one  parish  to  another  in  England,  I  believe  the  practice  isr 
to  have  a  copy  kept  of  the  examination  and  the  depositions  under  which  the 
order  is  made  ;  but  if  a  pauper  is  sent  to  Ireland,  I  understand  that  there  is  no 
copy  obliged  to  be  kept  of  the  depositions,  and  consequently  no  copy  of  the 
depositions  can  ever  be  made  available  by  us  or  asked  for.  The  magistrate  is  not 
obliged  to  supply  us  with  a  copy  under  which  he  granted  the  order. 

4676.  You  do  not  know  this  from  your  own  experience  ? — No,  only  from  making 
myself  acquainted  with  what  would  be  the  difficulties  that  would  arise  in  our 
prosecuting  an  appeal  case. 

4677.  You  have  not  made  inquiries  for  the  depositions,  but  you  have  been 
told  that  the  magisimtes  never  kept  copies  of  them  ?— No,  but  we  inquired  what 
was  the  practice,  and  we  were  given  to  understand  what  the  practice  was. 
I  believe  it  came  out  before  a  Committee  of  the  House  of  CJommons  ;  and  that  is 
one  of  the  reasons  why  we,  in  asking  relief  from  our  present  position,  attach  some 
importance  to  a  proper  copy  of  the  depositions  being  forwarded  to  the  union  to 
which  the  pauper  is  to  be  sent,  and  previously  to  his  being  removed. 

4678.  You  alluded  to  the  case  of  Jane  Kay  ;  do  you  remember  whether  you 
applied  to  the  ma»istrat.es  of  Bolton  for  a  copy  of  the  depositions  there? — No. 

4679.  Why  did  you  not  do  so? — ^Because  we  were  under  the  impression  that 
there  was  no  copy  given,  that  the  magistrate  is  not  obliged  to  keep  a  copy. 

4680.  But  you  have  never  made  the  experiment  of  trying  to  get  one? — \Ve  felt 
that  we  were  quite  .^ure  of  the  ipaiter,  and  that  there  could  be  no  possibility  of 
getting  a  copy  of  it. 

4681.  Have  you  ever  heard  of  the  circumstances  of  that  case  having  been 
inquired  into  ? — No ;  it  may,  however,  have  taken  place  during  the  month  of 
April  while  I  was  in  London,  directing  the  attention  of  the  Chief  Secretary  for 
Ireland  and  others  to  the  present  unsatisfactory  state  of  the  law  on  tliis  subject. 

4682.  You  were  satisfied  to  rely  upon  her  own  deposition  in  Dublin? — Yes. 

4683.  You  did  not  inquire  for  the  depositions,  or  you  did  not  take  any  steps  to 
ascertain  whetlier  her  statement  was  correct  ? — We  thought  there  was  sufficient 
in  her  statement  to  show  that,  in  one  sense  of  the  word,  she  was  not  illegally 
removed,  as  she  had  been  only  two  years  in  the  parish  where  she  sought  relief; 
that  was  the  only  point.  If  she  had  been  five  years  in  the  parish,  we  would  then, 
perhaps,  have  taken  some  steps  about  it,  or  made  some  further  inquiry,  or  asked 
the  Commissioners  to  do  so. 

4684.  That  was  not  a  case  in  which  you  thought  of  appealing,  or  inquiring 
as  to  t!  e  correctness  of  her  statement,  of  the  magistrates  before  whom  she  had 
appeared  ? — I  had  those  depositions  taken  in  her  case  more  particularly  with 
reference  to  having  it  brought  before  Parliament,  or  before  tlie  authorities,  with 
the  hope  of  directing  attention  to  it. 

4685.  You  cannot  give  the  Committee  any  similar  case  in  which  jou  were 
satisfied  that  a  removal  was  illegal,  or  at  least  you  believed  it  was  illegal,  and 
that  you  made  inquiry  an/d  found  it  was  so? — No. 

4686.  You  speak  ftx>m  a  general  impression,  or  a  sort  of  general  notion  that 
prevails,  that  you  would  get  no  redress  ?—  We  had  gone  to  the  Commissioners, 
who  we  considered  good  authority  on  the  subject,  and  they  did  not  give  us 
much  encouragement. 

4687.  Have  you  any  suggestion  to  make,  as  to  any  amendment  of  the  law,  that 
would  give  you  greater  facilities  for  inquiring  into  these  removals,  and  of  obtain- 
ing satisfaction,  if  they  were  proved  to  be  illegal  ? — I  think  what  I  have  just 
stated  would  be  important  as  to  the  depositions  taken ;  first  of  all,  that  an  inquiry 
should  be  heid  before  two  magistrates  in  petty  sessions,  so  that  the  clerk  might 
have  a  copy  of  the  depositions,  in  the  examination  on  which  the  order  should  be 
granted,  and  also  that  a  copy  of  that  should  be  sent  beforehand  to  the  union  to 
which  the  parties  were  going  to  be  removed.  I  believe  that  that  is  the  practice 
in  England,  to  give  warning  beforehand  to  the  union  to  which  a  pauper  is  about 
to  be  sent. 
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//.  X  MacParUme^      4688.  You  know  eoongh  of  the  law  of  England,  I  dai«  say,  to  know  why  that 

^^-  is,  that  there  is  a^w  of  settlement  in  England,  and  we  can  ascertain  beforehand 

where  a  pauper  is  settled,  or  where  he  may  be  presumed  to  be  settled  ;  but  where 

6  July  i.8$o.       should  you  say  a  copy  of  the  deposition  should  be  sent  in  Ireland  ? — ^To  the  umon 

where  they  were  going  to  send  a  pauper. 

4689.  But  w«  do  not  discovei'  any  previous  liability  to  support  ti^  pauper  any- 
where ;  at  least,  if  we  were  to  send  to  inquire,  the  Committee  has  been  told  that  we 
should  receive  no  answer,  as  it  would  be  admitting  a  liability  prematiirely  which 
only  arises  when  the  pauper  applies  on  the  siKrt  ? — If  you  take  measures  to  find 
out  wliere  a  pauper  has  been  boru,  in  order  to  discover  the  place  to  which  you  will 
send  him,  I  think  it  would  be  but  justice  nhen  you  are  disoov^ering  where  that 
pauper  has  been  born,  in  order  to  find  out  the  port  nearecft  to  his  place  of  resi- 
dence, to  send  him  to,  that  you  should  seod  him  to  the  union  where  you  assume 
he  has  been  born,  and  sead  a  copy  of  the  depositions  there^  with  a  previous 
notice  that  he  is  going  to  be  seat  over. 

4690.  You  mean  that  the  parish  removing  him  should  convey  hia  to  ll>e  pkoe 
where  he  has  sworn  he  was  born  ? — Certainly,  I  think  it  ib  most  unjust  to  the 
three  ports  in  Ireland  (Dublin,  Cork,  aod  Belfast)  that  they  should  be  merely 
put  on  board  a  steamer  and  landed,  running  the  chance  of  the  police  taking 
charge  of  them ;  in  cases  of  life  and  death,  where  they  have  been  put  on  board 
a  steamer,  and  the  steamer  has  been  detained  lA  a  storm,  in  hail,  rain,  and  snow, 
their  passage  being  taken  on  dtrck,  and  landing  in  the  middle  of  tl)€  night,  no 
one  knowing  that  they  were  coming,  and  no  steps  taken  to  provide  for  them. 

4691.  With  regard  to  that  latter  point,  if  a  pauper  were  removed  to  the  inte- 
rior of  Ireland,  he  would  have  to  make  the  passage,  probably,  as  a  deck  pss^ 
senger,  and  there  would  not  be  any  one  at  the  seaport  in  particular  to  receive 
him  ? — My  impression  is,  that  it  is  a  matter  of  the  greatest  possible  imporuoce 
that  the  pai  ties  should  be  received  at  tlie  port,  4ind  bdfore  taken  out  of  a  steamer, 
by  some  proper  legal  autliority. 

4692.  An  agency  for  this  purpose  that  you  would  establish  at  these  ports  ? — 
Yes,  and  which  I  think  there  should  be  ;  an  agency  at  the  port  of  deportation,  as 
well  as  at  the  port  of  embarkation. 

4693.  I  suppose  that  the  greater  hardship  ouises  froai  the  iiact  of  i^emovaog 
them  at  all  ?— Yes. 

4694.  Can  you  point  out  any  remedy  for  that,  except  a  change  in  the  law  in 
England  ? — Of  course  it  requires  6(»aae  change  in  the  law  in  England. 

4695.  Is  it  not  the  case  that  the  greatest  hardship  that  can  be<x>mplaiQed  of  is 
the  fact  of  their  being  removed  at  all  r — Yes ;  it  is  attended  with  very  great 
hardsliip,  and  loss. 

4696.  What  you  point  to  chiefly,  is  the  operation  of  removals  in  the  seaport  k)  was, 
or  the  unions  in  which  they  are  situate,  that  bear  naore  than  their  proportioo  of  tbe 
burthen  of  relief? — ^That  is  the  other  part  of  it;  I  consider  that  the  matmer  in 
which  a  pauper  is  brought  across  the  Channel,  wd  particularly  in  the  winter, 
affects  the  |>auper  himself ;  it  is  as  bad  as  being  removed  from  his  parish ;  be  is  • 
put  on  board  a  steamer  without  any  protection  or  covering,  or  next  to  ootbiog, 
and  he  is  landed  just  alivo  in  fact. 

4697.  Do  you  know  that  there  is  this  neglect,  that  they  are  put  on  board  with- 
out any  protection  ? — I  mentioaed  the  case,  on  the  last  day  of  my  exatnittalHon, 
of  a  poor  woman  23  years  of  a^e,  very  near  her  confinement,  uho  had  come  with 
nothing  but  a  thin  bit  of  shawl  upon  her  on  the  deck  of  a  steamer  in  very  severe 
weather. 

4698.  But  that  is  the  result  rather  of  theChaimel  being  between  the  ^wo 
countries,  and  of  their  having  to  make  the  voyage  ?— Yes ;  but  there  ar^  no  steps 
taken  to  ensure  any  comfort  or  that  their  health  is  not  injured. 

4699.  Have  you  ever  considered  bow  this  agency  could  tte  established  al  the 
seaport  towns.  You  would  say  that  tliey  should  first  take  care  of  the  paupers 
when  they  arrive,  and  then  see  to  them  being  carried  on  to  the  piaoe  of  their 
destination  ? — Yes. 

4700.  ^t  whose  expense  should  that  be  done?— I  think  it  should  be  at  the 
expense  of  the  parish  removing  them,  decidedly. 

4701.  Aad  you  would  have  agents  at  all  the  seaports  to  receive  the  pauper:^ 
whom  they  should  remove? — There  wouki  be  only  three  seaports  at  which  at 
would  be  necessary  to  have  a<£ents  at  Cork,  Belfast^  and  Dublin 4  and  I  think 
they  would  be  all  that  would  be  necessary.     Railways  now  converge  upon  these 

seaport 
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ffiaport  to\*na^  by  whicb  th^y  could  be  taken  to  any  part  that  they  wcmld  be  H.  J.  Mmjbrhne, 
sent  to.  Esq. 

4702.  Mr.  Gregmn/?^  Would  you  not  also  liave  agency  at  the  English  sea- 

ports  ? — ^Yes.  ff  JWy  1 860. 

4703.  C/?a/niui».]  Somebody  to  see  that  they  were  properly  taken  care  of  ?— 
Yes,  I  presume  that ;  but  at  the  present  time  they  do  not  see  that  they  are  pro- 
perly taken  care  erf  at  ibc  port ;  they  only  see  that  they  are  properly  taken  to  the 
ship,  and  that  is  not  at  the  port  to  which  they  are  taken. 

4704.  Mr.  Gregory.']  Wouki  you  extcad  the  «geocy  from  the  English  port  at 
which  the  pauper  might  be  embarked  to  the  de»tii»tiott  of  the  paup^io  Ireland  P 
— Not  to  tl)e  destination  of  the  paaper,  but  to  the  port  of  deportation  ;  the  agent 
there  could  see  tbem  put  on  to  a  railway,  and  sent  ta  their  destination. 

4705.  Mr.  H.  HabertJ]  Do  you  see  the  necessity  for  an  expensive  agency  for 
that  purpose ;  would  it  not  be  easy,  either  through  the  relieviog  o6Scer,  or  through 
the  Boards  of  Gruardiaas  in  each  of  those  places,,  to  establish  sueh  a  machinery  for 
passing  them  on  as  would  be  satisfactory  ? — I  think  that  a  very  simple  and  inex- 
pensive machinery  could  be  originated  for  the  purpose. 

4706.  'J  hen  it  would  be  easy  to  have  them  at  the  large  ports^  such  as  Water- 
ford,  Bd&st,  Londonderry,  and  others  ?— Yes,  decidedly. 

4707.  Chairman.']  I  suppose  that,  in  point  of  fact,  there  is  something  of  the 
kind  ? — Our  relieving  officers  could  always  be  made  availabk  for  the  purpose. 

4708.  I  mean  in  the  unions  in  which  the  seaports  are  situated  ;  do  tliey  not  for 
their  own  protection  make  some  arraiTgement  in  onter  that  the  paupers  shouhi 
not  dwell  in  those  places? — That  would  be  a  Uttle  inkling  towards  settlement. 

4709.  Sir  Edward  Grogan.]  Did  you  hear  Mr.  M'Gee  speak  as  to  an 
agency  having  been  established  by  one  of  the  Glasgow  Unions? — I  heard  part  of 
his  examination,  but  not  all. 

4710.  Is  it  your  idea  that  the  relieving  officers  of  the  unions  in  which  paupers 
should  be  landed  should  be  employed  to  take  charge  of  them,  and  forward 
them  to  their  destinations  ? — Yes,  that  is  one  of  the  modes, 

4711.  What  other  mode  would  you  suggest? — That  is  the  first  mode  that 
would  occur  to  me,  to  use  the  present  machinery. 

4712.  You  spoke  of  paupers  being  transmitted  from  England  to  Ireland  with- 
out adequate  protection  from  the  weather  on  the  deck  of  the  ship ;  does  that 
apply  to  the  short  passage  between  Liverpool  and  Dublin,  or  generally  ?  — 
Generally. 

4713.  Have  you  ever  had  paupers  transmitted  to  the  North  Dublin  Union  fro  m 
London  } — Yes. 

4714.  Have  the  people  been  sent  over  in  the  same  unprotected  manner  with- 
out shelter,  and  without  proper  clothing? — Yes,  in  a  ^reat  measure  ;  latterly  not 
many;  but  they  have  come  so. 

4715.  Were  the  paupers  so  landed  not  adequately  clothed,  considering  that 
they  would  be  exposed  for  several  days  in  the  passage? — Most  certainly  not. 

4716.  Do  you  know  anything  about  their  maintenance  on  board  ? — The  prac- 
tice is  to  give  them  a  small  sum  of  money,  very'  trifling,  for  their  maintenance 
on  board,  or  a  loaf  of  bread,  or  something  of  that  kind.  I  have  constantly  asked 
them  the  question,  and  they  seem  to  have  had  a  very  trifling  amount. 

4717.  Chairman.]  What  was  it? — What  they  have  received  on  being  put  on 
board,  they  spoke  of  getting  some  money  or  a  loaf  of  bread. 

4718.  You  are  not  in  a  position  to  say  that  it  was  not  sufficient? — It  was 
barely  sufficient  for  existence  for  the  time  anywhere  else,  much  less  on  board  a 
ship;  but  they  did  not  seem  to  attach  much  importance  to  that;  I  believe  they 
are  very  generally  sea-sick. 

4719.  Can  you  say  whether  they  generally  are  persons  who  have  resided^  a 
short  time  only,  or  a  considerable  time,  in  this  country  ? — It  is  very  remarkable 
how  few  have  come  over  who  have  been  but  a  short  time  in  England ;  the 
moment  I  see  a  pauper,  I  at  once  know  that  he  is  one  of  these  English  paupers, 
from  having  acquired  the  accent. 

4720.  Would  you  say  that  the  majority  of  cases  were  of  persons  who  had 
dwelt  in  this  country  for  a  considerable  time? — Nineteeu-twentieths  of  them. 

4721.  Would  it  not  improve  the  condition  of  the  Irish  labouring  class  in  this 
country  if  they  could  acquire  irremovability  with  greater  facility  than  they  can 
now  ? — Decidedly. 

H  H  4  4722.    Would 
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H.J.MacFarlaney      4722.  Would  not  that  be  almost  the  readiest  mode  of  mending  the  present 
^^-  state  of  things,  which  lias  been  so  much  referred  to,  if  they  could  acquire  irre- 

gj  ,     gg         roovability  after  a  shorter  residence  in  this  country  than  they  do  now? — Yes, 
*      that  would  be  a  most  important  step. 

4723.  Perhaps  the  most  important  step  that  could  be  taken  r  —  A  most 
important  step  for  the  pauper  himself. 

4724.  You  are  aware  that  it  is  requisite  for  them  to  have  resided  five  years  at 
the  present  time  ? — Yes. 

4725.  Do  vou  attach  importance  to  reducing  the  period  of  residence  to  three 
years  r — Yesf^ery  great  importance. 

4726.  Do  you  think  that  in  that  case  fewer  removals  would  take  place  ? — Yes, 
if  the  space  of  time  were  shorter.  The  difficulty  that  a  pauper  has  in  going  back 
to  prove  a  residence  beyond  three  years,  I  think,  has  been  in  his  way ;  I  mean 
that  he  has  had  great  difficulty  in  proving  five  years  instead  of  three. 

4727.  Have  you  ever  met  with  cases  in  which  they  have  been  removed  because 
they  could  not  prove  a  continuous  residence  for  five  years  r — They  say  that  they 
could  have  proved  three  years,  and  that  they  have  resided  five  years;  my  atten- 
tion has  been  directed  to  that. 

4728.  From  anything  you  have  heard  them  say,  do  you  know  whether  they 
lose  their  irremovability  by  changing  from  one  parish  to  another? — They  con- 
stantly complain  of  that. 

4729.  If  they  acquired  the  right  not  to  be  removed  by  dwelling  for  a  certain 
period  of  time  in  a  union  alone,  that  would  be  another  step  for  their  relief,  would 
it  not? — Yes,  that  would  be  also  a  great  step,  if  they  could  get  the  advantage  of 
having  resided  for  several  years  in  a  preceding  parish,  in  which  they  had  obtained 
a  degree  of  irremovability. 

4730.  That  is  to  say,  if  they  resided  for  three  or  five  years  in  a  union,  without 
reference  to  any  particular  parish,  that  they  should  be  irremovable? — Yes. 

4731.  That  would  be  a  great  improvement,  would  it  not,  as  to  the  Irish? — 
Yes.  I  have  some  cases  just  now  in  my  mind  where  they  have  been  several 
years,  18  and  20  years,  in  a  union,  and  they  have  become  removable  from  moving 
out  of  one  parish  into  another. 

4732.  Was  that  in  London? — Yes. 

4733-  Are  there  not  a  great  many  who  acquire  irremovability  in  Liverpool 
from  its  being  only  one  parish  ? — A  great  number  in  West  Derby  parish. 

4734.  Mr.  Sotheron  JEstcourt.]  You  are  aware  that  the  remedy  aflForded  by 
the  law  for  improper  removals  of  Irish  to  Ireland  is,  that  an  appeal' may  be 
lodged  against  the  improper  removal,  to  be  tried  at  the  quarter  sesssions  of  the 
county  or  of  the  borough  from  which  the  removal  takes  place  ? — ^Yes. 

4735.  Have  you  ever  known  of  any  such  appeal  being  made? — I  have  known 
of  an  appeal  being  made,  but  not  of  its  being  prosecuted  to  its  finality. 

4736.  Can  you  give  the  Committee  any  reason  why  any  such  appeal,  if  pro- 
ceedings have  ever  been  taken  upon  it,  should  not  have  been  prosecuted  ? — One 
appeal  failed  from  a  technical  mistake  in  the  notice,  and  the  other  case  had  gone 
through  all  the  preliminary  inquiries,  and  steps  were  being  taken  to  appeal, 
•when,  from  the  length  of  time  that  had  elapsed,  in  communicating  from  the  Irish 
Poor  Law  Commissioners  to  the  English  Poor  Law  Board,  and  from  the  English 
Poor  Law  Board  to  the  English  Board  of  Guardians,  the  time  elapsed. 

4737.  If  it  should  be  stated  that  the  law  has  provided  no  remedy  whatever, 
must  not  that  be  taken  as  only  a  broad  way  of  stating  a  fact;  and  is  not,  in  fact, 
your  complaint,  not  that  the  law  has  provided  no  remedy,  but  that  the  remedy 
is  not  of  a  such  a  kind  that  you  can  easily  avail  yourselves  of  it  ? — ^The  great  dif- 
ficulty in  the  preliminary  steps  is  what  we  complain  of. 

4738.  Mr.  H.  Herbert.^  Then  the  hardship  is  the  greater,  if  it  is  evident  that 
the  law  contemplated  giving  you  redress,  if  practically  you  find  you  can  obtain 
none  ? — ^Yes ;  the  general  impression  in  Ireland  now  is,  that  there  is  no  redress 
by  appeal,  and  that  is  acted  upon.  * 

4739.  Mr.  Sotheron  JEstcourf]  Have  you  ever  known,  either  from  your  own 
Board,  or  any  other  Board  in  Ireland,  of  any  application  being  made,  by  petition 
or  otherwise,  to  Parliament,  to  remedy  this  particular  grievance  of  which  3'ou  now 
speak  ? — I  can  refer  to  resolutions  passed  at  our  Board,  and  steps  taken  by  them 
early  in  1854;  and  I  think  that  there  is  a  clause  in  a  petition  which  I  drew*  up 
for  our  Board,  as  chairman,  at  one  time,  in  which  I  particularly  allude  to  that. 

4740.  What 
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4740.  What  was  the  date  of  it?— 28th  March  1864,     ''  Abundant  evidence  H.J.M^arlawt 
has  been  taken  before  the  Poor  Law  Commissioners  to  prove  that  the  greatest  "^* 
severity  has  been  inflicted  on  the  Irish  poor  passed  to  this  country ;  and  although       g  j^^  ^gg^^ 
the  English  Poor  Law  Board  seek  the  legal  advice  of  the  officers  of  the  Crown, 

they  are  unable,  under  the  existing  law,  to  protect  them."  *'  The  Irisli  bora 
pauper  (who  may  have  resided  fifty  years  in  England)>  and  his  English  wife  have 
not  the  privilege  of  other  British  subjects ;  as  a  foreigner,  say  a  Greek  or  Russian 
sailor  engaged  in  the  coasting  trade,  and  his  foreign  wife  can  obtain  a  settlement 
and  claim  relief.'*  I  would  also  ask  to  read  a  portion  of  a  resolution  passed  at  the 
North  Dublin  Board  of  Guardians  on  the  1st  March  1 854,  with  a  feW^  of  the  cases 
alluded  to  by  that  resolution  : 

At  a  meeting  of  the  North  Dublin  Union  Board  of  Guardians,  on  the  1st  March  1864, 
tlie  following  resolution  was  passed  unanimously : 

"  Resolved,  that  the  practical  effects  of  the  present  state  of  the  law  with  reg:ard  to  the 
removal  of  the  Irisb*born  artizan  or  labourer  .it  pre.^ent  employed  in  England,  but  who, 
from  time  to  time,  by  accident,  or  the  wear  and  tear  of  life,  may  have  to  seek  relief,  is  most 
unjust,  and  daily  becoming  a  matter  of  deeper  importance  to  this  country,  and  piuticularly 
this  union,  from  the  subtilty  of  the  organiftea  and  systematic  arrangements  which  have  been 
made,  and  are  each  year  being  more  extensively  carried  out  for  preventing  Irishmen,  or  their 
English  born  families,  obtaining  any  settlement  or  claim  for  relief  in  England." 

14  September  1853. 
A  woman,  named  Margaret  Heffernan,  landed  from  one  of  the  Dublin  steam-boats  in 
a  most  dreadful  state  of  destitution.  The  sick  van  belonging  to  the  workhouse  being  sent 
for  her,  on  arrival  she  stated  that  she  was  bom  in  Waterford,  and  resided  for  the  last  60 
years  in  St.  Helliers,  Jersey ;  and  that  she  made  application  for  relief,  and  was  admitted 
into  the  workhouse,  and,  in  the  course  of  a  few  days,  was  sent  from  Jersey  to  Plymoutli, 
and  put  on  board  of  a  Dublin  steamer  against  her  will,  and  sent  over  to  Ireland.  She  has 
four  sons  and  one  daughter  in  Jersey. 

16  February  1864. 
A  man,  named  William  Jordan,  i^ed  76  years,  born  in  the  county  Down,   Ireland, 
states  that  he  left  Ireland  in  the  year  1798,  and  had  been  married  and  lived  in  Stockport 
for  the  last  20  years.     He  made  application  for  relief,  and  was  brought  before  the  boara  of 
said  union  of  Stockport,  which  oraered  him  to  be  sent  to  Ireland. 

26  February  1854. 
A  woman,  named  Mary  Anne  Robinson,  and  five  children,  bom  in  Christchurch-place, 
Dublin,  stotes  that  she  has  been  22  years  in  Stockport  and  Hyihe,  her  husband,  George,  is 
an  Engrlishman,  born  in  Cheshire,  19  years  of  which  she  has  been  living  in  Hvthe,  and  all 
her  chddren  born  there.  One  of  her  children  took  fever,  and  her  husband  being  out  of 
employment,  she  made  application  to  the  union  for  relief,  and,  consequently,  was  admitted ; 
and,  when  the  child  recovered,  she  demanded  her  discharge,  stating  that  she  had  plenty  of 
employment  to  get,  which  discharge  was  refused  ;  she  was  then  taken  before  a  magistrate, 
and  sworn  as  to  her  birth-place,  and  forthwith  forcibly  removed  to  Ireland. 

That  occurs  in  a  petition  which  was  not  presented  from  some  informality ;  it  was 
intended  for  the  House  of  Lords,  and  a  similar  one  was  presented  to  the  House 
of  Commons. 

4741.  I  scarcely  tjiink  that  you  would  derive  from  those  words  the  inference 
that  the  particular  point  about  which  you  had  petitioned  was  the  one  I  am  speak- 
ing of ;  but  have  you  practically  known  that  this  point,  namely,  the  inability  to 
prosecute  the  appeal,  which  is  allowed  by  law,  has  been  brought  prominently 
under  the  consideration  of  Parliament  by  any  Irish  or  English  Member,  or  by 
petition  ?— Before  the  Committee  that  was  appointed  after  those  petitions  were 
presented  in  1854,  I  remember  that  there  was  very  strong  evidence  given  upon 
the  state  of  the  law,  and  particularly  by  Mr,  Lumley.  I  am  quite  familiar  with 
the  evidence  given  by  Mr.  Lumley  before  the  Committee  of  1 854. 

4742.  Sir  W.  Miles.']  Have  you  ever  considered  in  your  mind  the  difference 
in  the  expense  of  sending  a  pauper  from  tlie  ports  of  deportation  in  England  to 
the  ports  in  Ireland,  between  the  deck  passage  and  the  steerage  passage  ? — From 
Liverpool  to  Dublin  it  would  be  from  4*.  to  5  ^. ;  from  Bristol  to  Cork,  or  from 
London  to  Cork,  or  from  London  to  Dublin,  it  would  be  considerably  more.  I 
should  think  that  if  proper  arrangements  were  made  they  could  be  sent  by  cheap 
trains  from  Ix)ndon  to  Holyhead,  or  from  London  to  the  Qearest  port. 

^•95-  1 1  4743.  Mr. 
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B.J.ltacJfMake,      4743*  Mr.  Beeerqfi.']  Are  these  persons  invariably  deck  pasBengers  ? — ^Yes. 

fiiq*  4744*  Are  women  in  a  delicate  state  of  health  deck  passengers  V—l  liave  known 

-' — ■  ■'  '.         some  cases  where  they  have  been  pot  ill  on  board,  and  the  nfleis,  a  deck 
6  July  i866.      passage. 

4745.  Sir  E.  GroaoH.}  I  beKeFe  there  is  a  ease  which  you  wish  to  mention  to 
fte  Conraiittee  of  a  kinatic  that  was  sent  over  to  Ireland  ? — ^Yes ;  I  am  rather 
anxious  to  mention  that  case  to  the  Committee,  because  I  think  we  'get  -a  greater 
proportion  of  those  who,  if  not  kmatics,  are  approaching  idiotcy,  and  that  they 
arc  seirt  over  for  that  very  reason.  We  lately  received  seven  ftom  Liverpool, 
who  had  been  sent  from  America  home  to  England. 

4746.  Chairman.']  What  do  you  do  with  those  who  are  sent  from  America? — 
We  at  once  relieve  them  ;  we  -have  nothing  else  to  do. 

4747.  Sir  W.  Miles.]  At  the  time  that  those  seven  idiots  from  America  arrived 
in  England,  and  when  they  were  removed  to  Ireland,  were  they  in  a  fit  state  to 
be  examined  ? — ^That  was  exactly  the  point  tbat  occurred  to  us ;  and  that  they 
had  perhaps  not  been  legally  removed. 

4748.  Ckairman.]  Is  there  anything  like  a  system  of  removing  the  poor  from 
America  to  Ireland  ? — That  was  the  first  time  ;  but  we  think  we  shall  have  more 
of  them. 

4748  *  Must  they  not  remove  them  at  a  considerable  expense  ? — Yes ;  but 
they  think  that  that  is  better  than  putting  them  into  one  of  their  own  asylums 
for  life. 

4749.  Sir.  W.  Miles.]  You  are  aware  that  the  expense  of  maintaining  a  person 
in  a  lunatic  asylum  in  England  is  very  large? — Yes. 

4750.  Very  seldom  less  than  los.  a  week? — ^Yes. 

4751 .  Chaifihan.']  Have  you  any  particulars  of  cases  of  lunatics  who  have  been 
sent  to  Ireland  from  England ;  I  mean  the  statements  upon  which  the  magistrates 
have  acted  when  they  have  made  an  order  of  removal  ? — ^I  will  mentiou  the  case 
of  a  lunatic  who  came  from  Scotland.  The  Committee  are  aware  that  we  have  no 
right  whatever  of  appeal  against  removals  from  Scotland. 

4752.  But  how  could  they  remove  a  lunatic;  how  could  they  know  from  him 
where  he  was  born  ? — In  this  case  ihey  took  the  information  from  another  man, 
who  stated  that  he  had  seen  him  in  a  certain  part.  This  lunatic  came  to  our  Board, 
and  he  was  then  under  the  charge  of  two  keepers ;  he  was  pinioned  and  hand- 
cuffed, and  the  keepers  admitted  that  he  had  come  from  Scotland  in  their  charge, 
and  had  been  so  violent  on  board  the  steamer  that  they  were  obliged  to  put  him 
in  a  horse-box,  and  to  tie  him  there ;  and  they  had  taken  him  out  of  a  lunatic 
asylum. 

4753-  But  I  presume  they  brought  a  warrant  with  him  f — Yes. 

4754.  Sir  JB.  Groffon.']  Do  you  know  how  long  he  had  been  in  that  lunatic 
asylum  ? — Not  very  long,  three  or  four  months. 

4755.  ChairfJian.]  What  did  the  warrant  state  as  to  the  evidence  upon  which 
the  removal  was  made  ? — ^They  removed  him  on  the  evid^ace  of  another  man. 

4756.  Do  you  allege  that  they  remove  persons  without  knowing  whether  they 
were  born  in  Ireland  or  not  ? — ^This  n)an  was  in  that  state  of  health,  as  we  thought, 
that  he  should  not  have  been  removed.  But  what  we  complain  of  more  par- 
ticularly is  this :  this  man  is  stated  to  belong  to  Clare,  and  as  a  lunatic  he  shoukl 
go  to  the  district  asylum  in  Clare ;  for  if  we  received  him,  we  could  not  put  him 
into  our  own  lunatic  asylum,  as  no  lunatic  should  go  there  who  did  not  belong 
to  the  province  in  which  the  asylum  is ;  and  we  had  no  means  of  sending  him 
to  Clare. 

4757.  Why? — ^We  had  no  finances  at  our  command. 

4758.  That  would  not  apply  to  lunatics  in  particular, lut  to  the  poor  generally  ? 
— Yes,  I  felt  the  difficulty  of  it  so  much  that  I  refused  at  first  to  admit  him. 
1  said  that  he  v^ras  not  destitute,  for  he  was  in  charge  of  two  keepers  belonging  to 
«  lunatic  asylum,  and  that  they  were  bound  to  support  him  and  take  proper  care 
oi  him.  They  said  that  if  I  £d  not  take  him  in  they  would  allow  him  to  go  aet 
iarge,  and  I  then  put  a  policeman  in  charge  of  the  vrhole  party,  and  sent  them 
liown  to  the  police  office.  In  themeantime,  I  went  myself  to  the  Podr  Law  Com- 
missioners and  reported  the  case,  and  asked  their  advice;  but  I  could  get  no 
'pftrticular  advice,  except  to  take  care  that  this  man  was  not  allowed  to  go  at  large, 
as  a  dangerous  lunatic.    So  I  felt  rather  in  an  awkward  position,  und  I  then  went 
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to  (be  Cartle  and  sow  the  Und&c  Secretary.    He  seoat  fbr  the  infipector  of  iooatic  iLJ..|faafairiia^ 
a^IiunSt  to  know  wbethier  he  could  take  him  into  one  o£  his  lunatW  asylums ;  1^* 

but  he  said,  certainly  not ;  that  the  law  was  such  tbait  be  could  not  take  ban  in  ;      '^'^^' ' 

that  there  was  such  evidence  of  his  belon^ng  to  Clare  that  he  could  not  be  taken  ^  ^'  ^^^ 
into  the  Dubliu  Lunatic  ABylum.  Then  there  was  a  consultation  with  the  ChidP 
Poor  Law  CommisfiioneiT,  and  a  law  officer  af  the  Crown,  but  they  oottld  nol  giv# 
me  any  particular  directions,  and  they  asked  me  to  act  upon  my  own  respooai* 
bttity.  I  had  the  man  ke|>t  in  custody  that  ni^t,  and  the  fioUowing  day  he  waa 
taken  to  the  police  office,  having  committed  some  desperate  act»  and  he  was 
committed  as  a  dangerous  lunatic  before  I  received  further  advice  from  the  law 
officer  of  the  Crown  directing  this  course. 

4759-  What  became  of  the  keepers  ? — They  d^^ted  home,  complaining  that 
they  had  been  kept  for  a  night  at  the  police  office,  and  that  they  would  take  pro* 
ceedings  against  me. 

4760.  Did  they  do  so  ? — ^No. 

4761.  Is  this  man  now  in  the  lunatic  ward  of  any  pri^ion  ? — I  should  think  he 
was,  unless  he  has  been  transmitted  to  Clare  Asylum. 

4762.  Mr.  Lockhart.]  If  the  warrant  bore  upon  it  that  be  was  a  lunatic 
pauper  belonging  to  Clare,  why  was  he  not  sent  there ;  the  authorities  would 
have  sent  the  means  to  take  him  there  ? — They  ought  to  have  done  so,  bat  they 
did  not,  nor  could  they  be  compelled  by  the  law,  as  it  is  at  present,  to  do  so. 

4763.  There  is  an  order  from  the  Board  of  Supervision,  but  that  order  was 
not  complied  with  ? — No ;  I  believe  that  it  is  not  a  compulsory  order ;  the  Board 
of  Supervision  in  Scotland  have  Is^ly  requested  the  different  parochial  boards^ 
when  they  do  send  a  pauper  to  Ireland  not  to  leave  him  at  the  port  of  deporta* 
tion,  but  to  send  him  on  to  the  union  in  which  he  was  born ;  and  that  has  been 
acted  upon  in  some  cases  ;  but  in  this  particular  case  they  found  that  it  was  very 
inconvenient  to  get  him  at  far  as  Dublin,  and  they  were  determined  to  leave  him 
there. 

4764.  Sir  W.  Miles.']  Have  you  an  asylum  for  criminal  lunatics  in  the  county 
of  Dublin  ? — Yes. 

4765.  I  suppose  that  the  oflfence  which  this  poor  lunatic  committed  was  an 
assault? — Yes. 

4766.  For  which  I  suppose  he  was  taken  into  the  criminal  lunatic  asylum,  and 
the  matter  ended  ? — ^Yes. 

4767.  Sir  E.  Grogan.]  Was  it  stated  in  the  warrant  transmitting  the  lunatic 
to  you  on  what  evidence  he  was  sent  from  the  lunatic  asylum  in  Scotland  ? — Yes* 

4768.  What  was  it? — I  have  here  the  deposition:  "  In  presence  of  Hugh 
Barclay,  esq.,  sheriff  substitute  of  Perthshire.  Deposition  of  John  Sixton,  resid- 
ing in  Blairgowrie,  who  being  solemnly  sworn  declares,  that  I  am  a  labourer^ 
and  about  35  years  of  age ;  that  I  am  uncle  to  the  said.  Michael  Sullivan }  that 
Michael  Sullivan  was  born  in  the  parish  of  Mooluch,  county  of  Clare,  Ireland, 
about  23  years  ago ;  that  he  left  Ireland  either  three  or  four  years  ago,  in  the 
spring ;  that  while  he  was  in  Ireland  he  resided  continuously  in  the  parisb  in 
which  he  was  bom,  with  the  exception  of  six  months,  when  he  was  in  the  adja- 
cent parish  of  Miltown  ;  that  when  he  arrived  in  this  country  he  resided  for  some 
time  at  Blackford,  and  he  then  travelled  from  one  place  to  another,  without 
remaining  any  length  of  time  in  any  particular  place ;  that  since  he  came  to 
Scotland  I  am  perfectly  sure  that  he  has  not  resided  in  any  parish  for  the  period 
of  five  years  continuously.  All  which  is  truth,  as  I  shall  answer  to  God."  Then 
there  is  the  deposition  of  John  Horn,  who  declares,  '^  I  am  a  labourer  and  reside 
in  Blairgowrie,  and  am  aged  about  30  years ;  that  I  knew  the  said  Michael  Sul- 
livan when  he  was  in  Ireland ;  he  resided  in  the  parish  of  Mooluch,  county  of 
Clare;  that  I  think  it  is  about  three  years  since  he  came  to  Scotland;  that  on 
arriving  he  went  to  Blackford,  where  he  remained  for  some  time;  that  he  told  me 
this  T  that  he  was  travelling  about  the  country  from  one  place  to  another ;  that 
I  met  him  in  Blairgowrie  about  two  years  ago  ;  that  the  said  Michael  Sullivaa 
vras  not  residing  in  any  parish  smce  he  came  to  Scotland  for  the  period  of  five 
years ;  that  I  know  that  he  was  apprehended  as  a  lunatic  at  Blairgowrie,  on  the 
23d  of  March  last,  and  sent  to  James  Murray's  aaylmn,  Perth,  at  the  expense  of 
the  parisb  of  Blairgowrie." 

4769.  Chairman.'}  Have  you  any  reason  to  doubt  the  truth  of  those  deposi- 
0*95.  1 1  2  tions ! 
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H.J.MaeFarkme,  tions? — ^There  were  certain  of  the  parties  who  seemed  to  think  that  he  was  an 
^*  inconvenience  to  his  uncle,  and  that  he  was  anxious,  therefore,  to  get  him  away ; 

''i'-^ —      but  I  have  no  reason  to  doubt  the  truth  of  the  depositions. 
•6  July  i860.  4770.  Sir  E.  Grogan.li  And  on  those  depositions  the  authorities  acted  ? — Yes. 

We  complained  of  this :  that  with  the  recommendation  of  the  Board  of  Super- 
vision in  Scotland  that  they  should  send  a  pauper  to  his  own  union  in  Ireland, 
with  a  sworn  deposition  that  he  had  lived  all  his  lifetime  in  a  particular  parish  in 
Clare,  which  was  an  authority  for  sending  him  to  the  lunatic  asylum  in  Clare, 
that  they  should  send  him  to  Dublin,  where,  with  such  a  deposition  before  us,  we 
could  not  take  him  into  our  district  asylum. 

4771.  Chaitman.']  It  is  only  under  the  order  of  the  Board  of  Supervision  that* 
you  think  they  should  have  done  otherwise.  Dublin  was  the  seaport  where  they 
ought  to  have  left  him  ?— Yes. 

4772.  Sir  E.  Qrogan.]  Is  it  your  opinion  that,  having  sucH  evidence  before 
them,  the  place  of  birth  ought  to  have  been  sufficiently  obvious  to  warrant  them 
in  sending  him  on  to  the  union  in  Ireland  in  which  he  was  alleged  to  have  been 
born? — Certainly,  particularly  in  the  case  of  a  lunatic. 

4773.  Chairman.']  What  do  you  do  with  paupers  that  belong  to  the  South 
Dublin  Union  :  I  believe  the  port  is  in  the  North  Dublin  Union  ? — Yes. 

4774.  Have  you  any  power  to  remove  them,  even  to  the  neighbouring  union? 
— No. 

4775.  So  that  paupers  might  be  sent  over  who  ought  to  go  to  the  South 
Dublin  Union,  but  landing  in  the  North  Dublin  Union  you  must  keep  them? — 
Yes ;  but  there  are  very  few ;  we  have  averaged  daily  about  80  English  paupers 
in  our  workhouse,  and  of  those  80  who  have  come  from  England,  there  are  not 
more  than  lO  or  12  who  have  ever  been  connected  with  either  Dublin  Union. 

4776.  They  all  belong  to  the  interior  ? — ^Yes. 

4777.  Sir  JE.  Grogan.']  You  mean  paupers  sent  from  England  to  Ireland  ? — Yes, 

4778.  Mr.  Maguire.]  You  are  not  very  anxious  for  paupers  to  be  removed 
from  one  union  to  another  in  Ireland? — No. 

4779.  Do  not  you  know  that  if  there  were  a  contest  between  the  removing 
parish  or  union  and  the  union  to  which  the  paupers  were  removed,  it  would 
involve  litigation  and  great  expense,  and  that  that  is  at  present  the  operation  of 
the  law? — It  would  present  a  great  difficulty,  and  we  should  put  up  with  anything 
almost  rather  than  encounter  it  to  get  rid  of  a  pauper  alleged  to  belong  to 
another  union.     I  think  that  it  would  be  going  back  in  the  way  of  legislation. 

4780.  Chairman.']  You  are  oppressed  by  the  great  number  that  you  are 
obliged  to  keep  in  your  union,  as  you  cannot  remove  them  ? — Yes. 

4781.  Then  it  results  in  a  question  of  expense? — Yes. 

4782.  If  you  had  a  law  of  settlement  you  would  remove  a  pauper  to  the  place 
of  his  settlement? — Yes,  but  we  should  be  against  anything  like  a  law  of  settle- 
ment in  Ireland  ;  we  do  not  wish  to  recognise  anything  like  settlement. 

4783.  Mr.  Maguire.]  You  would  rather  maintain  the  present  system,  being 
compelled  to  receive  and  relieve  a  man  who  applies  to  you  for  relief? — Certainly. 

4784.  You  prefer  that  system? — Most  decidedly. 

4785.  Chairman.]  You  have  no  registration  of  births  in  Ireland  ?— Not  pro- 
perly carried  out. 

4786.  You  would  not  object  to  that? — Na  •  I  think  it  is  a  great  defect  in  our 
general  system  that  registration  of  births  is  not  legally  required. 

4787.  If  the  births  were  registered,  then  it  would  be  known  where  a  pauper 
was  settled,  so  that  you  mipht  remove  him? — There  is  a  facility  of  knowing 
where  Irish  paupers  come  from  that  cannot  be  conceived  in  England ;  and  they 
seldom  leave  their  districts  until  they  come  to  England. 

4788.  Is  there  anything  peculiar  in  the  brogue  or  accent  that  enables  you 
to  detect  what  part  of  Ireland  they  come  from  ? — ^Yes,  there  is ;  but  indepen- 
dently of  that  they  generally  tell  distinctly  where  they  come  from. 

4789.  Mr.  H.  Herbert.]  The  opinion  which  you  have  expressed  against  any- 
thing like  a  law  of  settlement  and  removal  would  not  apply  to  removing  a 
pauper  on  his  arrival  from  England  to  the  place  where  he  was  born  ? — Certainly  not. 

4790.  You  only  mean  that  you  would  object  to  a  general  alteration  of  the  pre- 
sent Irish  poor  law  establishing  settlement  r — ^Yes. 

4791.  The  present  law  of  chargeability,  I  believe,  works  well,  generally  speak- 
ing, in  Ireland  ? — ^Very  well. 

4793.  Chatrman.] 


Digitized  by 


Google 


SELECT  COMMITTEE  ON  IRREMOVABLE  POOR-  253 

4792.  Ch(urman.']  Is  it  not  very  much  in  favour  of  the  proprietors  in  the  H.J.MacFt^lane^ 
interior  that  paupers  v^rho  are  removed  to  Ireland,  and  belong  to  the  interior,  Esq. 

are  relieved  always  at  the  seaports  ? — ^Decidedly  it  is ;  but  I  think  it  would  be       

worse  if  we  had  anything  like  a  law  of  settlement,  which  we  all  dread  in  Ireland,         ^  ^^^"^  '^^* 

4793.  Mr.  H.  Herbert]  Would  there  be  any  objection  on  the  part  of  the  pro- 
prietors in  the  interior  to  a  fair  proposition  for  removing  these  paupers  to  the 
unions  to  which  they  properly  belong? — No;  because  they  would  be  divided  so 
equally  over  the  country  that  they  would  not  feel  it ;  they  know  it  is  a  great  in- 
justice to  the  seaports. 

4794.  Colonel  Smyth.]  Should  you  apprehend  much  litigation  to  arise  from 
removing  pauper?^  from  one  union  to  another? — We  have  never  contemplated 
that ;  we  have  always  been  under  the  impression  that  it  would  be  a  step  back  in 
the  way  of  legislation,  anything  approaching  to  settlement,  and  the  recommenda- 
tion of  all  the  Committees  has  been  to  do  away  with  the  law  of  settlement.  In 
1847,  a  very  important  Committee  sat,  and  their  recommendation  was  to  do  away 
with  the  law  of  settlement,  as  it  was  attended  with  inconvenience  in  its  practical 
efiect,  and  was  impolitic  in  principle. 

4795-  Supposing  a  man*s  place  of  birth  or  residence  was  to  be  ascertained,  you 
would  not  apprehend  litigation  on  a  point  so  easily  determined  ? — No,  I  do  not 
think  there  would  be  much  litigation ;  but  I  have  not  given  my  attention  much  to 
that  point. 

4796.  You  do  not  apprehend  that  it  would  give  the  lawyers  more  to  do  than  it 
does  in  England  ?— rVVe  should  be  sorry  to  have  what  we  understand  it  is  in 
England  ;  it  is  the  working  of  the  law  in  England  that  is  aU  our  experience  on  the 
subject. 

4797.  Mr.  H.  Herbert.]  In  fact,  you  do  not  see  that  it  is  necessary  to  establish 
a  law  of  settlement  in  order  to  create  a  machinery  for  forwarding  these  English 
paupers  to  their  respective  localities? — Decidedly  not. 

4798.  It  is  not  necessary  for  that  purpose  ? — No. 

4799.  Colonel  Smyth.]  Y6u  propose  that  they  should  be  all  relieved  at  the 
ports,  instead  of  at  the  places  to  which  they  belong  ? — No. 

4i)00.  Do  you  not  think  it  better  that  they  should  be  relieved  where  they  are 
landed  r — No.  I  think,  decidedly,  that  they  should  be  sent  to  the  union  where 
they  have  been  born. 

4801.  Sir  W.  Miles.]  At  the  expense  of  the  removing  English  parish? — Yes. 

4802.  Colonel  Smyth.]  Still  you  think  that  the  removal  from  one  union  to 
another  unnecessary,  and  not  desirable  ? — No.  I  am  afraid  I  have  not  conveyed 
myself  correctly. 

4803.  Sir  ^.  Gfroffon.]  Your  evidence  is,  that  you  would  not  desire  to  effect 
any  general  alteration  in  the  law  as  to  settlement  in  Ireland,  to  provide  machinery 
simply  for  the  removal  of  paupers  arriving  at  an  Irish  port  to  their  birth-place  in 
the  interior  ? — Not  for  any  benefit  that  could  arise  from  that.  I  would  not  make 
any  change  in  the  principle  of  the  Irish  Poor  Law. 

4804.  Chairman.]  Would  it  not  be  a  very  great  advantage  to  a  pauper  if  some  • 
communication  could  be  had  with  the  place  which  was  liable  to  support  him, 

before  he  was  removed  ? — That  is  one  of  the  points  that  I  have  taken  leave  to 
recommend. 

4805.  To  have  some  recognised  liability  in  the  district  to  which  he  was  to  be 
removed,  and  with  which  you  could  communicate  before  you  removed  him  ? — It 
is  not  necessary ;  the  moment  they  go  into  a  district,  the  union  is  chargeable  with 
them. 

4806.  But  suppose  there  was  some  mistake,  or  that  people  did  not  know  where 
they  were  born  ? — No  matter ;  it  is  not  necessary  to  make  them  chargeable  on  the 
union.  The  paupers  that  land  in  Dublin  were  not  born  therct  and  we  know  that; 
but  they  come  to  our  workhouse. 

4807.  With  regard  to  the  other  suggestion,  that  a  messenger  should  be  sent 
with  a  pauper  from  England  to  the  place  of  his  birth  ;  you  say  that  if  that  is  not 
to  be  discovered  he  is  to  be  relieved  wherever  he  may  be  dropped? — I  endeavoured 
to  explain  that  I  would  send  them  to  the  union  where  they  were  born ;  the  parish 
from  which  they  are  removed  in  England,  previous  to  sending  paupers  to  Ireland, 
make  an  inquiry,  as  to  where  they  were  born,  in  order  to  discover  the  port  to 
which  they  should  be  sent,  and  when  they  make  that  inquiry  in  order  to  ascer. 
tain  the  port,  it  involves  an  inquiry  as  to  where  they  were  bom;  they  act  upOQ 
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H.J.MaeJadam,  the  statement  of  the  pauper  and  send  the  pauper,  and  that  pauper  can  go  to  the 

^^  union  and  is  immediately  relieved  ;   and  what  £  proposed  was,  thai  when  they  arcs 

""7^      ~"      obtaining  infiDrmation  on  which  tliey  are  going  to  send  a  pauper  over,  thqf 

6  My  i86a      should  forward  a  copy  of  that  information  to  the  district  to  which  he  is  s^nt ; 

and  also  before  they  sent  the  pauper  over  they  should  give  them  notice  of  his 

coming. 

4808.  Chairman.]  At  present  you  are  riot  bound  to  take  notice  of  that  com*- 
munication  I — No  ;  but  they  could  not  say  then  that  they  were  not  aware  of  his 
coming,  and  were  not  prepared  for  him.  It  is  more  for  the  sake  of  having  a  copy 
of  bis  depositions^  in  the  event  of  that  pauper  having  been  sent  over  impropeily, 
with  regard  to  any  proceedings  that  might  be  taken,  that  I  should  wish  a  copy  to 
be  sent  over  before  the  pauper  is  transmitted. 

4809.  Sir  W.  Miles.']  Suppose  that  this  alteration  was  made  i  that  the  parish 
removing  should  send  to  the  union  in  which  an  Irish  pauper  sa^ts  he  was  born  a 
copy  of  the  depositions  upon  which  they  make  the  removal ;  we  have  beard,  that 
in  all  probability,  no  notice  vrould  be  taken  by  the  clerk  of  tlie  union ;  but  sup* 
posing  the  law  enacted  that  unless  that  communication  wa6  acknowledged  withia 
a  certain  limited  time^  then  the  pauper  should  be  passed  to  the  Irish  parish ;  do 
you  think  that  would  be  a  good  plan? — ^Yes,  very  excellent;  and  I  think  all 
that  would  be  necessary,  as  that  would  do  away  with  any  complaint. 

4810.  Mr.  Maguire,]  You  are  most  anxious  for  the  observance  of  these  for- 
malities  for  the  protection  of  a  poor  person  rather  than  for  the  protection  of 
an  Irish  union  ? — It  is  entirely  for  his  protection ;  if  we  gpt  the  deposition  of 
any  pauper  coming  over,  previously  to  his  arrival,  not  for  the  sake  of  anything 
else,  but  for  the  sake  of  the  pauper  himself. 

481 1.  I  think  you  remember  that  in  1854-55  there  was  a  very  strcmg  opinion 
expressed  by  witnesses  as  to  the  futility  of  the  then  power  of  appeal  ? — Yes^ 
very  strong. 

4812.  And  very  strong  remonstrances  were  expressed  by  aU  the  authorities 
that  were  examined,  both  by  the  Poor  Lxw  Commissioners,  and  also  I  think 
by  the  Assistant  Commissioner  in  England^  who  expressed  his  opinion  as  to 
the  working  of  the  law  in  England  ? — I  remember  one  particular  statement 
that  was  made  in  the  evidence  taken  in  1854,  that  at  that  time  there  w^re 
some  magistrates  in  England  who  did  not  acknowledge  that  an  Irishman  who 
had  lived  for  five  years  in  any  parish  was  irremovahtei  and  they  persisted  in 
removing  him. 

4813.  Sir  fV.  Miles.]  Supposing  that  suggestion  which  I  threw  out,  and  which 
you  seemed  to  think  a  good  one,  were  carried  out,  would  there  be  any  objec* 
tion  then,  when  a  pauper  was  landed  at  a  port,  to  a  communicatioii  being  made 
from  the  Irish  union  to  which  he  should  be  taken  (and  which  had  been  appealed 
to),  either  to  Dublin  of  to  Cork,  and  that  the  expense  should  be  paid  by  that 
union,  say  Clare,  to  the  Dublin  Union  for  sending  him  on  ? — I  think  that  would 
involve  a  point  in  reference  to  admitting  and  receiving  in  the  direction  of  settle- 

•  ment,  which  I  should  object  to. 

4814.  But  you  would  wish  ua  to  do  precisely  the  same  thing  ;  why  should  you 
object  to  it? — Because  it  would  be  infusing  a  new  principle  into  the  Irish  poor 
law,  which  I  would  entirely  object  to. 

4815.  Colonel  Smjfth.]  Do  you  apply  the  workhouse  test  always  in  Ireland? 
— Yes,  with  very  trifling  exceptions  ;  perhaps  i-40th  in  some  of  the  workhouses. 
The  average  number  relieved  out  of  the  workhouses  is  about  i-30th  part  of  the 
whole. 

4816.  Suppose  that  a  workhouse  is  full,  da  you  hire  buildings,  or  do  you  give 
relief  out  of  the  house  ? — ^We  hire  buildings,,  when  necessary ;  we  have  immense 
workhouse  capability,  and  we  go  to  any  expense  to  have  tlie  necessary  accomo- 
dation. 

4817.  Mr.  Krdgkt.']  Are  you  aware  that  Ihere  is  a  private  society  at  Belfast 
who  send  paupers  who  are  removed  to  Belfast  to  their  own  districts  ? — I  have  heard 
that,  but  principally  in  this  room. 

4818.  Is  there  any  soch  society  as  that  in  Dublii^  ? — I  have  been  connected 
with  the  North  Dublin  Union  for  17  or  iS  years,  and  during  the  whole  course 
of  that  time,  I  have  not  known  10  /.  expended  in  sending  back  paup^^s ;  perhaps, 
on  the  average,  not  10  a.  a  year;  but  there  is  nothing  recognized  of  that  kind, 
good,  bad,  or  indifferent    I  heard  it  stated  itt  this  room* 

4819.  Evidence 
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4S49.  Evidence  h«s  been  given  that  the  CSaegow  goardwms  have  recently  senft  JE[.fMacr»bme, 
a  nertain  sum  of  meoey  for  the  purpose  of  removing  paupers  to  their  homes,  or'  *•?• 

Aey  have  proposed  to  reimburse  the  relieving  officers  for  sending  Ihem  home  ;       — ^ 

have  you  heard  of  anything  of  that  sort  being  done  in  Dublin  by  the  Glasgow       *  ^^  **^ 
gnartttans? — Certainly  not. 

AifredPrnoeTy  Esq.,  caUed  in ;  and  Bzamined. 

4820.  Chairmam.']  FROM  yonr  past  CKperi^ice  you  are  perfectly  iieuuiliar  with     ^'  Pwer^  Esq. 
the  working  of  the  English  Poor  Law  and  the  Irish  Poor  Lanv? — ^Y«s.  ' 

4B21.  Do  you  remember  the  Irremovable  Act  coming  into  operation  in  this 
country  in  1846? — ^Yes.  I  was  not  in  this  eountiy  then.  I  was  in  Ireland  in 
1846. 

482*1.  Do  you  know  what  effect  the  Irremovable  Act,  as  it  exists  now,  has  had 
jfenerally  upon  the  Irish  resident  in  England ;  has  it  been  the  means  of  diminishing 
the  removals  of  Irish  from  this  country? — Ipresume  it  must  have  had  some  effect 
in  diminishing  tlie  number  of  removals.  At  first  there  was  a  good  deal  of  doubt 
as  to  whether  the  Irish  were  included  within  that  Act,  but  the  opinions  of  the  law 
advisers  of  the  Crown  were  taken,  and  they  set  that  point  at  rest.  I  believe  now 
that  there  is  a  declaratory  Act  m  existence. 

4823.  Is  much  importance  attached  to  that  Act,  or^  at  least,  to  the  irremovability 
that  is  conferred  by  it,  on  the  Irish  resident  in  England  ? — Yes,  there  was  a  good 
deal  of  importance  attached  to  it 

4824.  Has  that  been  at  all  the  occasion  of  more  Irish  coming  into  our  cities 
and  towns  than  used  to  come  before  ? — ^That  I  cannot  say. 

4825.  You  have  not  heard  that  there  is  any  calculation  on  the  part  of  the  Irish 
now  that  they  uill  come  and  live  here  for  five  years  for  the  purpose  of  then  not 
being  removed  ? — I  do  not  know  of  any  effect  that  it  has  in  inducing  parties  to 
come  from  Ireland  to  England.  I  do  not  think  it  likely.  I  do  not  think  the  poor 
people  there  would  understand  the  matter. 

4826.  The  inducement  is  simply  to  obtain  employment  in  the  towns,  and 
knowing  that  they  would  find  many  of  their  own  countrymen  there? — No  doubt. 

4827.  They  are  familiar  with  removals  from  England  to  Irdand,  axe  they 
not  ? — I  do  not  think  that  the  lower  classes  are  familiar  with  that  until  they 
l>ecome  the  objects  of  removal  themselv^ ;  the  lower  classes  do  not  know  much 
about  it. 

4828.  The  grievance  amongst  the  Irish  lalxmring  class  who  oome  to  England 
is  that  they  are  liable  to  be  removed  to  Ireland? — Amongst  the  Irish;  in 
Ireland  it  is  not  thought  of.  It  is,  I  have  no  dofubt,  a  grievance  to  them  in  the 
towns  in  England,  where  they  are  resident,  and  where  they  are  prevented  from 
seeking  relief  by  the  fear  of  being  removed  to  their  own  country. 

4829.  But  the  grievance,  I  apprehend,  con^ts  in  being  removed  to  their  own 
country ;  if  they  are  removed,  it  must  he  known  to  their  own  countrymen  that  the 
removal  takes  place  after  residing  some  time  in  England,  and  does  that  make 
much  impression  upon  the  Irish  ? — I  hardly  think  it  does  among  the  Irish  resident 
In  Ireland ;  cases  of  actual  removal  are  not  numerous  in  these  days. 

4830.  Have  they  been  diminishing  of  late  years  ? — ^Yes. 

4831.  Should  you  say  that  emigration  elsewhere  has  also  diminished  the 
number  of  the  Irish  coming  to  this  couotry? — I  have  no  means  of  judging 
whether  it  has  diminished  or  increased  the  number* 

4832.  You  do  not  know  whether  it  has  caused  a  disioolination  on  the  part  of 
parishes  to  remove,  or  that  fewer  Irish  come  to  England  at  pres^it? — ^No ;  I  do 
not  know  that. 

4833.  But  the  fact  is,  that  rtie  removals  are  not  so  frequent  as  they  used  to  be 
from  England  to  Ireland  r — ^They  are  not  ao  numerom  as  they  used  to  be,  and 
1  presume  that  that  arises  partly  from  the  operation  of  the  Irremotvabk  Act,  and 
in  some  respect  from  there  not  having  been  a  great  deal  of  distress ;  id  the  lust 
few  years  the  manuSacturing  iirterest  has  been  prosperoDS. 

4834.  Have  yon  been  made  familiar  with  many  cases  of  hardship  connected 
•with  the  removal  of  the  Irish  to  Ir^afod  ?— A  grMt  many  cnses  of  personal,  hard* 
ship  to  the  paupers  themselves  who  have  ^n  removed;  a«d   there  is  om 

oi§$.  1 1 4  circumstance 
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A.  Power,  E«q«     circumstEDce  that  is  generally  connected  with  most  of  the  cases,  and  that  is,  that 

^~^      nhey  are  severed  from  their  connexions  in  England,  and  sent  to  a  place  where 

6  July  i860,      they  have  no  connexions  ;  they  are  severed  from  the  nearest  members  of  their 
families. 

483.5.  That  I  presume  you  would  not  say  is  peculiar  to  Ireland^  but  is  insepar- 
able from  the  system  of  removal  ? — ^Yes ;  it  belongs  to  the  system  of  removal 
generally  ;  where  they  are  removed  great  distances  in  England,  of  course  it  is  the 
same  there;  but  being  removed  beyond  the  Channel,  makes  a  considerable 
difference. 

4836.  You  mean  having  to  cross  the  sea? — Yes;  the  Channel  is  somewhat 
more  of  a  barrier  to  their  returning. 

4837.  What  is  the  peculiar  hardship  of  which  you  have  heard,  as  distinguished 
from  removal  generally,  that  affects  the  Irish  ? — They  are  removed  at  all  seasons  of 
the  year,  and  in  the  most  inclement  seasons;  I  think  they  are  scarcely  ever 
provided  with  any  extra  clothing;  they  have  to  encounter  the  hardships  of 
a  deck  passage,  and  when  they  land  in  Ireland,  they  are  not  put  into  the  hands 
of  any  authority  who  is  bound  to  take  care  of  them ;  they  come  as  destitute 
persons,  and  are  landed  on  the  quays,  and  there  is  no  one  to  look  after  them  ;  they 
pass  from  the  hands  of  the  removing  authorities,  but  they  are  not  passed  into  the 
hands  of  any  responsible  party  whatever. 

4838.  That  is  how  the  law  has  left  the  matter ;  it  requires  only  that  they 
should  be  landed  at  a  port  nearest  to  their  place  of  birth ;  practically  speaking 
is  this  the  case,  that  there  is  no  provision  whatever  made  in  tne  seaports,  except- 
ing Belfast,  and  that  they  are  just  deposited  on  the  quays,  and  there  is  nobody 
answerable  lor  them? — Yes  ;  both  at  Cork  and  at  Dublin. 

4839.  Is  there  any  agency  of  any  kind,  either  originating  with  the  union  at 
Cork  or  at  Dublin,  or  in  connexion  with  the  person  who  contracts  to  remove 
them  ? — I  knew  of  no  agency  connected  with  an  Irish  port  or  union,  excepting 
the  agency  of  private  persons  in  the  case  of  Belfast. 

4S40.  How  do  they  ^ver  get  to  their  place  of  destination  ? — ^I  presume  that  they 
beg  their  way  there,  in  many  cases  ;  in  fact,  it  is  known  that  they  do,  if  they  go 
to  their  place  of  destination. 

4841 .  It  has  n6t  come  under  your  notice,  exactly,  how  they  do  reach  their 
places  of  destination,  or  in  what  number  ? — No  ;  but  we  know  of  very  remarkable 
cases  of  people  attempting  to  beg  their  way  to  the  place  of  their  destination ;  and 
life  has  been  lost,  sometimes,  in  the  attempt. 

4842.  Do  they  never  get  anything  given  to  them,  either  by  the  union,  or  by 
persons  at  Cork,  or  at  Dublin,  to  enable  them  to  reach  their  destination? — No 
assistance  is  given  to  them;  they  uill  take  them  into  the  poorhouse,  but  they 
cannot  legally  remove  them  out  of  that  union,  or  assist  them  even  to  go. 

4843.  Do  not  the  magistrates  sometimes  offer  tbem  relief,  for  the  purpose  of 
forwarding  ihem  on  ? — No. 

4844.  That  is  not  done  at  Cork  ? — ^There  is  no  provision  for  removing  them  ; 
they  inquire  where  they  can  obtain  relief,  if  they  are  totally  destitute,  as  they  are 
generally,  and  the  residence  of  the  relieving  officer  is  pointed  out  to  them ;  and 
they  go  to  him  or  to  the  workhouse. 

4845.  I  think  you  were  in  office,  when  the  law  for  the  removal  of  the  Irish  poor 
was  passed  ;  the  subject  was  well  considered  at  that  time,  as  to  what  was  to  be 
done  with  the  paupers  that  were  to  be  removed  ;  do  you  recollect  the  difficuldes 
that  then  occured,  or  suggested  themselves,  to  those  who  framed  the  Act  as  it 
stands  now  ? — I  think  it  was  made  a  point  not  to  introduce  any:hing  in  the  nature 
of  a  law  of  settlement  or  removal  on  to  Irish  soil ;  and  I  think  that  that  is  probably^ 
the  root  of  most  of  the  mischief. 

4846.  That  was  the  real  difficulty  ? — Yes. 

4847.  Great  opposition  was  made  to  establishing  settlement,  or  fixing  the  liability 
on  any  particular  district,  and  there  was  no  other  Way  of  carrying  out  the  removal, 
but  to  deposit  them  at  the  nearest  seaport  to  their  birthplace  ? — Just  so. 

484S.  Is  there  any  other  way  of  meeting  the  evil,  but  by  establishing  some 
general  liability? — I  do  not  see  any  other  way  of  meeting  the  evil  entirely  except 
by  repealifag  the  law  altogether ;  that  is  the  course  which  I  should  prefer. 

4849.  You  see  a  difficulty,  I  presume,  while  there  are  two  systems^  a  law  of 
settlement  in  England,  and  none  in  Ireland,  in  transmitting  paupers  from  this 
country  to  Ireland  ?*— Yes ;  but  that  is  not  an  insurmountable  difficulty. 

4850.  Do 
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4850.  Do  you  mean  that  you  would  meet  it  in  this  way.  that  you  would  make  a.  Pamr^  Esq. 
the  systems  unifonn,  by  doing  away  with  settlement  in  England  ? — That  is  the  ' 
course  that  I  should  recommend ;  but  I  see  no  diflSculty  in  sending  a  pauper  on  6  July  i86o. 
to  the  place  of  his  birth  in  Ireland,  if  you  could  ascertain  that,  instead  of  letting 

him  stay  at  a  seaport. 

4851.  Do  you  mean  in  the  same  way  as  it  has  been  suggested,  by  sending  a 
person  from  the  parish  from  which  he  is  removed,  to  accompany  the  pauper  ? — I 
think  that  the  removing  authorities  should  not  lose  the  charge  of  a  pauper,  until 
they  have  brought  him  to  the  workhouse  of  the  union  where  he  is  to  be  maintained. 

4852.  You  would  not  throw  upon  the  parish  officer  the  responsibility  of  deter- 
mining the  precise  place  where  he  was  bom  ;  he  could  only  go  upon  the  evidence 
that  the  magistrate  had  acted  upon,  in  signing  the  warrant? — Certainly. 

4853.  Suppose  the  case  of  a  pauper,  saying  that  he  was  born  in  Galway, 
although  a  resident  of  Marylebone,  the  parish  officer  would  not  be  bound  to  go 
all  over  Ireland,  if  his  birthplace  turned  out  not  to  be  in  Galway  ? — ^The  name  of 
the  place  to  which  he  was  to  be  removed  would  be  in  the  warrant  of  removal. 

4854.  Yes ;  but  I  presume  you  would  release  the  parish  officer  when  he  reached 
the  place  named  in  the  warrant? — Yes;  if  that  should  be  the  place  of  desti- 
nation. 

4855.  That  place  would  be  ascertained  by  the  statement  of  the  pauper  himself; 
you  do  not  mean  that  the  parish  officer  should  have  to  go  all  over  the  country 
trying  to  ascertain  where  he  was  bom  ? — No. 

4856.  And  then  deposiiing  him  at  the  place  named,  whether'he  was  really  born 
there  or  not,  the  union  would  be  bound  to  support  him  ? — ^Yes. 

4857.  That  would  not  meet  any  of  the  evils  that  spring  from  removal,  namely, 
severing  a  man  from  his  immediate  connexions  and  friends,  and  taking  him  to  a 
place  where  he  was  not  known? — It  would  not. 

4858.  But  only  that  particular  evil  which  arises  from  depositing  him  at  a  sea- 
port?— Yes;  the  hardship  on  the  port  as  well  as  the  hardship  to  the  pauper 
himself,  he  being  left  destitute  and  without  any  means. 

4859.  Have  you  any  suggestion  to  make  with  respect  to  giving  greater  facilities 
to  the  Irish  poor  in  obtaining  a  settlement  or  becoming  irremovable  here  ? — To 
reduce  the  period  of  residence  from  five  years  to  a  shorter  time  would  confer  the 
privilege  of  irremovability  on  a  larger  number  of  persons,  but  I  do  not  know  what 
effect  it  might  have  as  to  the  small  areas  of  taxation  in  England.  There  is  a  vast 
quantity  of  the  surface  of  England  where  the  area  of  taxation  is  very  small,  and  I 
take  it  that  the  more  you  shorten  the  term  of  residence  which  would  make  a 
person  irremovable,  the  sharper  he  would  be  looked  after  by  the  taxpayers  within 
that  area. 

4860.  But  it  would  be  easy  to  discover,  would  it  not,  whether  his  statement 
was  true  as  to  the  time  he  had  resided  in  a  place? — They  will  let  hiu)  reside  five 
years  now  ;  but  if  you  shortened  the  period  to  three  years  or  to  one,  I  think  you 
would  check  the  circulation  of  labour.  He  could  not  go  then  and  reside  where 
he  pleased. 

4861.  Have  you  heard  that  nineteen-twentieths  of  the  paupers,  for  that  was  the 
statement  made  in  the  room  to-day,  who  are  sent  over  from  England  to  Ireland, 
have  been  residing  more  than  five  years  in  England  ? — I  cannot  say  whether  that 
is  correct,  but  the  cases  which  are  heard  most  of  by  us  and  by  the  public  are  cases 
of  that  description  ;  and  as  they  are  thought  to  be  cases  of  great  hardship,  of 
course  they  are  the  more  talked  about. 

4862.  Have  you  reason  to  suppose  that  the  parish  officers  would  resort  to 
means  to  prevent  persons  acquiring  irremovability  by  three  years'  residence  ? — 
I  should  think  they  would  where  they  could  effect  it. 

4863.  Formerly  it  used  to  be  the  practice  in  all  parishes? — Yes,  it  was. 

4864.  They  were  always  trying  to  shift  the  burden  off  themselves  upon  some  of 
their  neighbours? — Yes. 

4865.  Mr.  H.  Herbert.']  Would  not  an  enlargement  of  the  area,  combined  with 
a  shortening  of  the  period,  obvinte  the  objection  which  you  suggest,  that  is,  to  make 
a  union  instead  of  a  parish  liable  ? — It  would  meet  that  objection  considerably  to 
make  the  residence  within  any  union  or  parish  not  in  union  for  a  certain  time 
the  ground  of  irremovability. 

4866.  Sir  W.  MilesJ]  It  would  have  the  effect,  would  it  not,  of  easing  those 
parishes  which  are  overburdened  now,  in  a  union,  from  the  weight  of  taxation 
that  oppresses  them,  and  of  throwing  a  portion  of  it  on  the  parishes  which  have 
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^•^oMT^Iiq.     a  smaller  burden  to  bear? — Yes;  it  would  distribute  it  over  a  larger  paying 

area. 

6  Jnlj  i860.  4867.  Chairman.]  What  would  be  the  effect,  then,  upon  the  Irish  in  Ireland : 

suppose,  ia  the  first  place,  your  own  view  to  be  carried  out,  that  there  should  be 
no  settlement  here,  but  that  relief  should  be  given  wherever  a  man  was  found 
destitute ;  do  you  think  that  would  operate  upon  the  Irish  in  Ireland,  and  that 
they  would  flock  over  to  this  country  in  greater  numbers  than  they  do  now? — 
I  do  not  believe  that  at  all. 

4868.  Why  do  you  not  believe  it,  as  that  is  the  general  opHnion  in  every 
parish  in  England  ? — It  is  founded  upon  this,  that  an  Irishman  does  not  come 
across  the  Channel  into  England,  in  order  to  obtain  relief,  nor  does  he  generally 
contemplate  being  in  need  of  relief;  on  the  contrary,  he  comes  over  to  England 
to  obtain  employment ;  that  is  what  draws  them  here  continually.  They  know 
that  there  is  a  poor  law ;  but  I  do  not  think  that,  generally^  they  know  there  is 
much  difference  between  the  poor  law  here  and  tliere. 

4869.  One  witness  has  alluded  to  the  clearances  which  sometimes  take  place 
in  estates,  when  a  great  number  of  persons  are  rendered  destitute  by  that  process : 
do  you  think  that  if  they  could  not  be  removed  from  England,  if  sent  over  to 
England,  that  the  clearance  system  might  not  increase  the  number  of  destitute 
Irish  who  would  be  found  in  our  towns  ? — I  believe  that  something  of  that  sort 
did  take  place  during  the  time  of  the  famine  ;  but  I  have  never  heard  of  any- 
thing of  the  kind  of  late  years. 

4870.  You  would  not  apprehend  that  that  would  take  place  ? — No. 

4871.  Mr.  H.  Herbert.]  Would  that  be  at  all  an  element  of  consideration  in 
the  mind  of  a  landowner  in  determining  to  clear  his  estate? — Not  at  all,  I 
apprehend. 

4872.  Mr.  Sotheron  Estcourt.]  I  understood  you  to  say  that  you  thought  it 
would  be  an  improvement  in  the  law  if  you  were  to  extend  the  area  of  rateability 
and  the  area  of  settlement;  that  you  would  desire  to  put  an  end  to  the  law  of 
settlement  yourself,  and  the  nearer  you  can  approach  to  putting  an  end  to  it,  so 
much  the  better  you  think  it  would  be.  When  the  Poor  Law  was  first  introduced 
into  Ireland,  was  not  the  experiment  tried  of  having  larger  areas  of  chargeability 
than  at  present  exist? — ^The  electoral  divisions  were  larger  when  the  law  was 
first  introduced  than  they  are  now,  they  have  been  altered  and  reduced  in  area. 

4873.  When  they  were  larger  than  they  are.  now,  did  they  more  nearly  come  up 
to  that  which  you  would  recommend  ? — Yes. 

4874.  Will  you  be  good  enough  to  point  out  what  the  reasons  were  which 
induced  and  brought  about  the  necessity  for  reducing  those  electoral  districts  } — 
I  was  not  a  party  to  a  proceeding  of  that  kind  beyond  carrying  out  the  recom- 
mendations of  an  extraordinary  commission  that  was  appointed  to  consider  that 
question,  and  who  recommended  a  reduction  of  the  areas ;  my  own  opinion  was 
against  it. 

4875.  Was  not  that  reduction  of  the  area  of  the  electoral  districts  occasioned 
by  its  being  found  that  the  extent  of  the  area  presented  a  great  diflSculty  in  carrying 
out  the  provisions  of  the  poor  law? — I  believe  it  was  thought  that  there  would 
be  an  improvement  made  by  reducing  the  area  in  the  administration  o(  the  law, 
and  it  was  carried  out  upon  that  ground,  I  believe. 

4876.  Do  you  think,  looking  back  upon  that  transaction,  that  it  was  an  improve- 
ment or  the  contrary  ? — I  think  it  was  not  an  improvement. 

4877.  Supposing  it  was  not  a  disadvantageous  arrangement,  should  you  desire 
now,  if  you  could,  to  go  back  to  it  in  Ireland  ? — I  do  not  think  it  is  worth  while  ; 
I  do  not  think  it  is  of  much  consequence  at  the  present  time. 

4878.  If  it  is  not  of  much  consequence  to  Ireland,  upon  what  modifications  are 
we  to  accept  your  recommendation  to  us  to  extend  the  area  of  chargeability  in 
England? — I  recommend  it,  not  for  any  improvement  in  the  administration  of 
the  Poor  Law  in  England  at  all,  but  on  the  ground  that  these  poor  people  would 
not  be  so  liable  to  be  removed  if  residence  within  a  larger  area  for  three  years 
acquired  for  them  irremovability.     That  is  my  sole  object. 

4879.  Your  recommendation  solely  arises  from  a  consideration  of  the  case  of 
the  pauper? — Entirely,  with  the  view  of  reducing  the  number  of  the  cases  of 
removals. 

4880.  Therefore,  the  Committee  would  be  mistaken  if  they  supposed  you  ta 
recommend  it  generally  upon  those  other  considerations  whicb»  of  coarse,  most 
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come  under  our  notice,  if  we  were  to  agree  upon  any  such  plan  ? — As  far  as  my     ^  Poi»er,^Eiq. 
opinion  goes,  I  should  recommend  an  enlargement  of  the  area  for  all  purposes ; 
a  union  area,  I  should  say.  6  Jiily  i86o. 

4881.  Do  you  not  think  that  by  extending  the  area  of  chargeability  to  a  union, 
you  would  encourage  a  more  economical  management  of  the  public  funds  ? — 
I  think  it  would  encourage  a  more  beneficial  management  in  every  sense,  I  am 
not  sure  that  it  would  in  Ireland  produce  economy,  but  it  would  be  better  for  the 
interests  of  the  poor  to  enlarge  the  area.  I  think  that  a  greater  degree  of  liberality 
might  be  introduced  by  it,  which  is  not  required  in  England. 

4882.  I  understand  you  to  recommend  that  to  the  Committee  for  England ; 
but  do  you,  who  have  had  considerable  experience  in  the  administration  of  the 
Poor  Law  in  both  countries,  think  that  would  lead  to  a  more  economical  manage- 
ment of  the  funds,  if  the  area  from  which  those  funds  are  to  be  collected  were 
extended  from  a  parish  to  a  union  ? — I  think  you  would  get  a  better  system  alto- 
gether in  the  administration  of  the  funds  by  having  a  whole  Board  of  Guardians 
administering  for  the  whole  union  as  to  the  area  of  the  taxation,  instead  of  having 
one  gentleman  representing  one. small  area,  and  another  gentleman  representing 
another  small  area. 

4883.  A  great  part  of  the  duties  of  the  English  Board  of  Guardians  is  to 
investigate  minutely  the  cases  which  are  brought  before  them,  and  of  which  we 
have  many  more  in  England  than  you  have  in  Ireland,  in  consequence  of  our 
giving  out-door  relief;  do  you,  or  not,  think  that  if  a  union  rating  were  substi- 
tuted for  parochial  rating,  those  cases  would  be  so  minutely  examined  as  they 
are  now  ? — We  are  not  dependent  in  Ireland  very  much  upon  the  minuteness 
of  the  examination  of  the  cases. 

4884.  But  in  England  ? — I  dare  say  a  great  deal  of  scrutiny  is  necessary  in 
England,  under  the  present  system ;  but  I  think  that  the  relieving  officers  would 
be  sufficient  to  conduct  those  scrutinies.  I  think  it  leads  to  partialities  in  both 
ways,  boih  in  favour  of  and  against  the  applicant.  I  would  rather  rely  upon  a 
paid  officer  responsible  for  making  proper  inquiries  than  upon  an  individual 
unpaid  guardian. 

4885.  Sir  jB.  Grogan^  Can  you  state  to  the  Committee  the  period  at  which 
the  reduction  of  the  areas  of  the  electoral  divisions  took  place  in  Ireland? — It 
was  about  1850. 

4886.  Was  that  a  time  of  very  great  pressure  in  Ireland  ? — Yes. 

4887.  Do  you  consider  that  the  peculiar  position  of  Ireland  at  that  time  had  any 
influence  whatever  upon  the  idea  of  reducing  the  areas  of  the  electoral  divisions? 
— It  arose  ejitirely  from  the  great  pressure  of  the  famine  years. 

4888.  Was  it  done  with  a  view  to  individualising  to  a  certain  extent  the 
charges,  and  making  the  proprietors  of  land  contribute  more  largely  ? — Yes ;  the 
idea  was  to  force  them  to  employ  the  population,  or  to  assist  them  to  emigrate, 
or  to  make  some  other  provision  on  their  estates,  and  to  give  them  a  more 
individual  interest  in  the  area  of  taxation  ;  a  more  exclusive  interest. 

4889.  Now  that  that  time  has  gone  by,  and  we  can  look  back  to  it,  are  you 
of  opinion  that  the  arrangements  then  made  were  exceptional  in  their  nature, 
and  not  advisable  to  be  continued  ? — Yes. 

4890.  Mr.  Gregory.']  Are  you  not  aware  that  at  the  time  of  the  Boundary 
Commission  in  1 8.50  there  was  a  very  strong  inclination  in  Ireland,  on  tlie  part 
of  the  Irish  landed  proprietors,  for  townland  rating;  the  lowest  unit  of  taxation  r 
— I  believe  so. 

4891.  Was  not  the  reduction  of  the  larger  electoral  divisions  then  a  compro- 
mise, in  consequence  of  the  difficulties  that  would  have  arisen  from  the  great  sub- 
division that  would  have  taken  place  had  townland  ratmg  been  adopted  ? — Yes ; 
I  believe  that  the  Government  was  led  by  that  fact  to  appoint  a  commission  with 
a  view  to  recommending  the  reduction  of  the  areas. 

4892.  The  landed  proprietors  themselves  were  anxious,  as  a  general  rule,  to 
have  a  townland  rating  ? — Yes. 

4893.  In  order  that  the  taxation  might  be  coincident  with  the  property  ? — Yes. 
4694.  You  are  of  course  acquainted  with  the  working  of  an  Irish  union  as  to 

ihe  supervision  exercised  over  the  affairs  of  an  electoral  division,  and  over  the 
union  at  large  ? — Yes. 

4895.  Are  you  not  aware  that  considerably  more  supervision  is 'exercised  over 
iihe  affairs  of  an  electoral  division  by  the  guardians  tlmn  over  the  union  at  large? 
—'I  never  personally  attended  a  Board  oi  Guardians. 

4896.  Have  you  ever  known  cases  in  which  Boards  of  Guardians  have  removed 
o.f  5.  K  K  2  an 
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A.  Pofvery  Esq.     all  the  paupers  from  an  electoral  division,  and  given  them  employment,  whereae 

the  union  paupers  have  heen  allowed  to  remain  unnoticed? — No;  I  am  not  so 

6  July  i860.      practically  acquainted  with  the  local  operation  of  the  law  as  to  say  that. 

4897.  Mr.  H.  Herbert]  You  stated  that  the  diminution  of  the  area  of  taxation 
was  injurious  to  paupers  :  in  what  way  have  you  found  it  to  be  injurious  ? — I  do 
not  think  I  said  that. 

4898.  I  understood  you  to  say  that  you  thought  that  a  diminution  of  the  area 
had  not  worked  beneficially  for  the  paupers? — I  think  that  the  larger  the  area  is 
the  morelibei^al  the  administration  of  relief  will  be  towards  the  paupers  generally. 
I  think  that  that  is  not  an  evil  in  Ireland. 

4899.  Have  you  not  heard  that  a  small  area  has  been  the  means  of  inducing 
persons  to  come  forward  to  give  employment,  or  to  provide  for  the  employment 
of  persons  likely  to  become  permanently  chargeable  ? — That  was  the  exi>ectation, 
but  I  have  not  heard  much  of  it.  I  have  heard  of  landowners  advising  their 
tenants  not  to  employ  persons  from  the  next  electoral  divisions  :  that  was  one 
result  of  narrowing  the  area,  and  I  think  that  is  an  evil. 

4900.  You  stated  that  you  were  not  practically  acquainted  with  the  local 
working  of  the  law  ? — No ;  we  should  not,  I  think,  receive  information  of  that 
kind  in  the  reports  of  the  inspectors. 

4901.  I  believe  that,  after  the  famine,  the  first  report  of  the  commissioners, 
which  showed  a  real  improvement  in  the  working  of  the  poor  law,  was  the  one 
that  was  made  after  theVevision  of  the  electoral  divisions  liad  taken  place? — No 
doubt.  Since  that  time  there  has  been  a  vast  diminution,  but  I  trace  the  first 
commencement  of  the  iquprovement  to  the  very  large  increase  of  workhouse  accom- 
modation that  was  provided.  I  am  not  well  able  to  judge  how  far  the  narrowing 
of  the  electoral  divisions  may  have  done  the  good  that  it  was  expected  to  do ;  but 
I  feel  pretty  sure  that  the  great  cause,  so  far  as  the  administration  of  the  Poor 
Law  was  concerned,  of  the  reduction  of  pauperism  and  the  burdens  upon  the  land, 
was  when  the  workhouse  accommodation  was  extended,  as  it  was,  to  accommo- 
dation for  300,000;  there  was  a  sudden  and  innnediate  fall  of  the  expenditure 
when  the  room  exceeded,  by  a  small  margin,  the  number  of  inmates. 

4902.  That  commenced  about  the  time  that  this  revision  took  place? — It  was 
coincident,  in  point  of  time;  it  took  place  about  1850,  which  was  the  year  in 
which  we  had  the  greatest  number  of  workhouse  inmates ;  1850  was  the  year  in 
which  the  electoral  divisions  were  altered. 

4903.  There  always  has  been,  and  still  is,  I  believe,  a  large  class  of  Irish  paupers 
chargeable  to  the  union,  and  not  to  the  electoral  divisions  r —Yes  ;  there  is  a  con- 
siderable number ;  about  one-sixth ;  but  a  certain  period  of  residence  in  Ireland  is 
necessary  to  make  a  pauper  chargeable  to  one  of  the  electoral  divisions ;  if  that 
period  of  residence  does  not  exist,  as  to  any  electoral  division  in  the  union,  then  he 
is  charged  upon  the  union  at  large. 

4904.  Therefore,  the  suggestion  to  charge  a  particular  class  of  paupers,  in 
England,  to  the  common  fund,  is  not  synonymous  with  suggesting  an  entire 
abolition  of  parochial  rating  in  England  ? — No. 

4905.  An  electoral  division,  for  poor  law  purposes,  may,  speaking  generally, 
be  considered  as  synonymous  with  a  parish  in  England  ? — ^Yes. 

4906.  In  Ireland  there  are  electoral  division  paupers,  and  union  paupers! — 
There  were  always  union  paupers. 

4907.  Mr.  Maffuire.']  You  were  examined  in  1854?— Yes* 

4908.  When  you  were  examined  in  1.854,  you  had  found,  from  your  experience, 
that  there  was  very  great  apprehension,  on  the  part  of  the  English  parishes,  of  a 
certain  influx  of  Irish  poor,  if  the  law  of  removal  were  in  any  way  relaxed  ? — Yes ; 
I  recollect  that. 

4909.  That  was  almost  the  universal  opinion  of  the  representatives  of  the  parishes 
who  were  examined  ?— Yes. 

4910.  You  stated  then  your  opinion,  I  believe,  that  there  was  no  reason  for 
that  apprehension  ?— Yes,  I  did. 

4911.  And  that  the  state  of  things  in  1846,  1848,  1849,  and  1850  was  totally 
exceptional,  and  would  not  be  likely  to  occur  again  ? — I  believe  I  gave  that 
evidence. 

4912.  That  I  believe  was  the  general  effect  of  your  evidence  ? — ^Yes. 

4913.  In  your  further  experience  from  18.54  to  i860,  have  you  not  found 
that  you  were  perfectly  justified  in  giving  that  assurance  at  that  time? — 
I  think  so. 

4914.  Has 
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4914.  Has  not  the  state    of  the  country  wonderfully    improved  since  that     ^.  Powr,  Esq. 
time  f — Yes. 

4915.  Is  it  not  the  fact  that  in  1850,  there  were  over  86,000  able-bodied   men       6  July  i860, 
and  women  in  the  workhouses  in  Ireland  ? — 1  dare  say  there  were. 

4916.  And  that  that  number  had  fallen  off  to  13,486  on  the  7th  of  October 
1854? — Probably  that  was  so. 

4917.  What  is  the  number  of  persons  in  the  workhouses  in  Ireland  now  ? — The 
whole  number  of  persons  in  the  workhouses  now,  is  about  45,000,  between  that 
and  50,000. 

4918.  Of  that  number  how  many  are  able-bodied? — Very  few  are  able- 
bodied. 

4919.  Are  there  10,000  able-bodied  men  and  women  in  the  whole  of  the 
workhouses  in  Ireland  ? — Certainly  not. 

4920.  Chairman.']  Of  what  description  are  the  present  inmates  ? — One-third 
of  them  are  persons  admitted  in  sickness  ;  there  are  fever  hospitals  attached  very 
nearly  to  every  workhouse,  and  the  infirmary  of  the  workhouse  is  used  as  a 
general  hospital  to  a  great  extent;  then  children  form  another  large  proportion, 
and  between  the  old  people  and  the  sick,  and  the  children,  there  is  a  very  small 
margin  of  able-bodied  men  indeed ;  more  able-bodied  women,  including  cases 
where  they  have  illegitimate  children. 

4921.  To  take  the  Cork  Union,  for  example,  I  believe  there  are  2,250  persons 
in  the  workhouse  now  ;  but  is  it  not  correct  to  say  that  there  is  something  between 
700  and  900  in  hospital  ? — There  is  more  than  one-third  certainly  in  that 
union. 

4922.  Is  it  not  the  fact  that  in  the  year  1849,  ^^  many  as  2,142,766  persons 
received  in-door  relief,  and  out-door  relief  ? — In  the  course  of  the  year  that  would 
be  the  whole  number  of  the  cases. 

4923.  The  Chairman  put  some  questions  to  you  with  regard  to  evictions ;  does 
not  your  experience  justify  the  statement  that  was  lately  made  by  Mr.  Cardwell 
in  the  House  of  Commons,  that  while  there  were  72,000  evictions  10  years  since, 
there  were  only  2,500  last  year  ?—^I  have  no  doubt  that  that  is  correct,  but  I  am 
not  acquainted  with  it  officially. 

4924.  Of  course  you  also  know,  from  having  access  to  official  information, 
that  the  population  is  very  much  diminished  since  you  were  last  examined  ? — It 
is  so  estimated  by  the  Registrar  General  since  1851. 

4925.  Even  since  that  time  there  has  been,  has  there  not,  considerable 
emigration  from  the  country  ? — Yes. 

4926.  You  were  saying  that  there  was  no  general  distress  at  the  present 
time?— There  is  more  distress  this  year  than  there  was  last  year. 

4927.  That  is  owing,  is  it  not,  to  some  immedate  cause,  the  scarcity  of  fodder, 
I  believe  ? — I  am  not  speaking  of  local  distress ;  that  has  very  little  shown  itself 
in  the  Poor  Law  Relief  Lists  ;  the  district  that  is  particularly  alluded  to  is  the  dis- 
trict of  Erris ;  but  throughout  Ireland  there  has  been  an  increase  of  about  10  per 
cent,  this  year  in  the  number  of  the  poor. 

4928.  Sir  W.  Miles.']  Has  that  increase  taken  place  in  the  able-bodied  ? — 
I  apprehend  not  in  the  able-bodied,  but  generally  from  the  higher  prices  of  food, 
and  the  severity  of  the  weather  in  the  last  winter. 

4929.  Mr.  Maguire.]  Generally  speaking,  has  not  the  rate  of  wages  been 
rising  in  Ireland  since  you  were  here  last  ? — ^Very  much. 

4930.  When  you  were  here  in  1 854,  wages  had  received  a  sensible  increase  r — 
Yes. 

4931.  And  now  they  are  higher  than  they  were  before? — ^Yes. 

4932.  Is  it  not  the  fact  that  in  many  parts  of  Ireland  labour  is  scarce  ?'— I  have 
heard  so. 

4933.  Have  you  heard  that  very  gloomy  anticipations  are  entertained  as  to  the 
future,  as  to  how  they  shall  till  the  ground,  or  reap  the  harvest,  and  obtain  the 
necessary  labour  for  agricultural  purposes  ? — ^Yes. 

4934.  Taking  all  those  circumstances  into  consideration,  if  the  law  of  removal 
and  settlement  were  altogether  abolished,  you  do  not  apprehend  that  there  will 
be  any  real  danger  to  any  parish  in  England  from  the  change  ? — I  do  not  think 
it  would  produce  any  effect  at  all  in  inducing  the  Irish  to  come  over  to  England 
with  the  view  of  obtaining  relief. 

0.95-  K  K  3  4935.  Or 
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if.  Pmoer,  Esq.         4935.  Or  of  becoming  a  burthen  to  English  parishes? — No.    I  am  sure  that 

the  poor  who  come  over  to  England,  come  to  look  for  employment. 

6  July  i860.  4936.  You  would  not  apprehend  a  rush  of  the  Irish  to  the  shores  of  this  coun- 

try, even  although  the  law  were  altogether  abolished  f — No. 

4937.  You  stated  that  removal  was  considered  a  grievance  in  Ireland;  does  not 
that  tally  with  your  statement  that  when  cases  of  removal  are  published  in  the  Irish 
journals,  or  brought  before  the  local  courts  in  Ireland,  they  excite  a  very  deep 
feeling  of  indignation  ? — My  previous  answer  alluded  to  the  effect  it  might  have 
upon  the  minds  of  the  poor  in  Ireland;  but  I  am  perfectly  aware  that  cases  of 
hardship  and  supposed  injustice  produce  a  very  great  effect  indeed  on  the  public 
mind  in  Ireland. 

4938.  Is  it  not  very  natural  that  a  strong  feeling  of  indignation,  whether  well- 
.    founded  or  not  I  do  not  say,  is  excited,  say  in  the  city  of  Cork,  by  their  seeing 

some  20  or  30  wretched  people  turned  out  of  a  steamer  after  a  four  days'  and  four 
nights'  passage  from  London  ? — ^That  feeling  is  very  strong  both  at  Cork,  Dublin, 
and  Belfast. 

4939.  Is  not  that  feeling  of  indignation  still  more  excited  when  all  those  people 
are  heard  speaking,  not  with  the  Irish,  but  with  the  English  accent,  showing  that 
they  have  been  resident  in  England  nearly  all  their  lives  ? — ^There  are  many  cases, 
no  doubt,  where  they  have  been  removed  after  a  long  residence  in  England. 

4940.  Are  not  many  persons  removed  from  England  who  have  resided  so  long 
in  England  that  they  have  lost  their  native  dialect,  and  speak  more  with  thwe 
English  tongue  ? — ^I  heard  that  stated  in  this  room  to-day. 

4941.  Did  you  never  see  it  stated  in  Irish  newspapers  that  they  spoke  with  the 
English  accent? — It  never  occurred  to  me  before. 

4942.  Chairman.]  What  is  the  indignation  that  you  speak  of,  as  exhibited  at 
Cork  and  Dublin  when  these  people  come  over  ? — ^They  say  that  they  have  given 
their  labour  to  parishes  in  England  all  their  lives,  and  that  they  were  useful  while 
they  remained  there,  but  when  they  applied  for  relief  they  were  sent  over  to 
Ireland  ;  that  is  the  feeling,  that  it  is  an  injustice  as  between  the  two  countries; 
but  the  strongest  feeling  of  all  is  the  feeling  of  commiseration  for  the  people  who 
are  set  adrift  on  the  quays  in  the  manner  that  has  been  described. 

4943.  Do  you  think  it  is  peculiar  to  the  Irish,  or  do  they  know  what  the  law  of 
removal  is  in  England,  and  that  it  applies  equally  to  the  English  and  to  the 
Scotch  ? — I  dare  say  that  there  is  a  good  deal  or  ignorance  on  that  point ;  it  does 
exist  as  between  parishes  in  England,  and  as  between  England  and  Scotland. 

4944.  The  indignation  is  felt,  I  suppose,  by  persons  who  pay  rates  in  the  union 
where  these  paupers  are  landed  ? — It  is  not  very  heavy  ;  even  in  the  North  Dublin 
Union  you  may  call  it  a  flea-bite,  in  comparison  with  the  ordinary  expenditure  of 
the  union. 

4945.  At  present,  the  cost  of  the  poor  is  not  so  large? — Of  the  cases  of  Irish- 
born  persons  removed,  a  great  many  do  not  become  chargeable  ;  they  disappear, 
and  beg  their  way  ;  we  hear  nothing  of  them.  I  think  that  a  very  large  propor- 
tion of  the  parties  removed  do  not  turn  up  at  all  in  the  administration  of  the 
Poor  Law  in  Ireland.  The  materials  for  making  a  calculation  were  furnished  in 
3  854 ;  we  had  then  all  the  removals  that  had  taken  place  in  one  year  from 
England  and  ScotPfend  ;  we  knew  all  who  had  become  chargeable,  and  they  were 
a  small  proportion  of  the  whole. 

4946.  But  this  feeling  would  be  just  as  strong,  would  it  not,  if  a  parish  officer 
were  to  accompany  them  to  Ireland  ? — No ;  it  makes  all  the  difference  in  the 
world ;  they  are  delivered  over  to  the  poor  law  authorities,  and  they  never  pass 
out  of  the  hands  of  responsible  parties ;  they  receive  relief  tlie  whole  time.  But 
what  excites  commiseration  is,  their  being;  deposited  on  the  quays  in  a  state  of 
destitution. 

4947.  It  is  not,  then,  the  mere  fact  of  their  being  removed  from  the  place  in 
which  they  have  been  working  so  long? — No;  but  then  you  often  hear  that  they 
have  been  removed  from  very  near  relations,  from  sons  and  daughters,  and 
children  have  been  removed  above  the  age  of  14  or  15  (it  is  14  in  Scotland, 
and  15  in  England) ;  and  they  are  removed  from  the  protection  of  their  parents 
when  they  have  received  relief  on  their  own  account.  I  have  known  instances  of 
young  females,  14  years  of  age,  being  removed  from  their  parents  in  Scotland, 
and  set  down  in  the  streets  of  Belfast ;  that  part  of  it,  to  my  mind,  is  quite  the 
worst  part  of  the  whole  thing,  and  it  cannot  be  got  rid  of  except  by  repealing  the 
whole  law  of  removal ;    I  mean,    the  severance  from   near  connexions ;    the 
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husbancU  it  ifr  said,  deserts  the  wife  ;  he  goes  ia  search  of  employment,  aod  they  J.  Panery  Esq. 

say  she  is  deserted,  and  she  is  sent  over  to  Ireland,  with  all  her  children.  

4948.  Sir  W.  Miles.]  Suppose  the  law  of  removal  not  to  be  abolished,  I  dare  6  July  i860, 
say  you  can  tell  the  Committee  a  way  of  alleviating  the  distress  which  does  occur 

when  a  pauper  is  left  on  Irish  ground  desolate  and  destitute  ? — It  ought  to  be 
alleviated,  and  I  think  that  that  portion  of  it  eouJd  be  permanently  alleviated  by 
letting  the  removing  parochial  authority  in  England  to  take  the  pauper  on  to  his 
place  of  destination, 

4949.  Mr.  H.  Herbert']  Do  you  think,  from  your  experience  in  the  manage- 
ment of  the  Poor  Law  by  the  Irish  Boards^  of  Guardians  generally,  that  there 
would  be  any  objection  to  any  plan  that  might  be  considered  fair,  for  a  mitigation 
of  the  evils  yon  have  described,  when  paupers  are  landed  on  the  quays,  even 
although  it  should  entail  a  small  increase  of  expense  in  particular  localities  ? — 
I  do  not  see  why  there  should  not  be  the  same  rule  between  the  two  countries  as 
in  England :  the  removing  parish  pays  the  whole  expense  of  the  removal,  and  I 
believe  that  is  not  recovered  ;  they  bear  the  whole  expense  ;  and  I  think  that  that 
should  be  so  as  between  England  and  Ireland,  because  if  you  put  a  patiper  into 
the  liands  of  the  port  authorities,  you  unquestionably  have  got,  I  think,  a  law  of 
removal  and  settlement ;  suppose  they  took  them  to  the  wrong  place,  there 
must  be  an  appeal ;  or  if  it  is  doi>e  in  a  wrong  way,  in  a  manner  not  sanctioned 
by  the  Act  of  Parliament,  there  must  be  an  appeal,  and  litigation  would  ensue. 
I  think  that  the  clearest  and  best  way  is  to  keep  away  any  question  of  settlement 
or  removal,  or  anything  that  could  lead  to  litigation  between  the  different 
unions  in  Ireland,  and  let  the  English  parish  remove  the  pauper  to  his  destination 
in  Ireland,  according  to  a  Bill  which  was  prepared  on  the  evidence  taken  before 
the  Committee,  in  1854-55,  Mr.  Baines's  Bill,  bearing  the  names  of  Sir  George 
Grey  and  Mr.  Bouverie,  for  that  seems  to  me  to  embrace  everything. 

4950.  Sir  W.  Miles.]  What  are  the  provisions  of  that  Bill  ? — The  leading  pro- 
visions are,  that  no  removal  should  take  place  until  after  30  days'  notice ;  that 
after  Uie  depositions  of  the  pauper  were  taken,  tl^ey  should  be  forwarded,  with 
notice  of  removal,  to  the  authorities  of  the  place  in  Ireland  to  which  he  was  to  be 
removed ;  and,  if  they  did  not  intimate  their  intention  to  appeal  in  30  days,  be 
would  then  become  removable,  and  there  was  an  end  of  it ;  |t  they  appealed,  the 
pauper  was  not  to  be  removed  until  the  final  determination  of  the  appeal. 

4951.  Supposing  that  to  be  carried  into  execution,  what  you  would  recommend, 
I  suppose,  would  be,  that  the  English  removing  parish,  instead  of  depositing  the 
pauper  in  an  Irish  port,  should  take  him  to  the  union  in  which  the  parish  was^ 
situated,  where  the  pauper  was  bom,  and  of  course  that  that  union  should  receive 
him? — Yes;  if  they  neglected  to  appeal  within  30  days,  and  the  time  lapsed. 

4952.  Chairman.']  Will  you  be  good  enough  to  explain  to  the  Committee  what 
the  difficulties  are  which  are  felt  in  Ireland  in  appealing? — Tlie  difficulty  arises, 
I  think,  from  the  Poor  Law  Commissioners  of  England  being  made  the  parties  to 
the  appeal ;  an  application  must  be  made  by  a  Board  of  Guardians  to  the  Poor 
Law  Commissioners  in  England  to  conduct  an  appeal;  and  the  consequence  of 
that  has  been  that  the  Board  of  Guardians  in  Ireland  are  helpless  as  to  any  pre- 
liminary inquiry;  they  cannot  incur  the  expense  of  any  preliminary  inquiry,  so 
as  to  satisfy  themselves  whether  the  account  which  the  pauper  gives  them,  as  to 
where  be  or  she  has  been  in  England,  is  true  or  not,  and  what  the  facts  of  the 
case  are ;  they  cannot  employ  an  agent  in  England ;  we  were  so  advised. 

4953.  By  the  provisions  of  the  law,  it  seems  that  the  Poor  Law  Board  in 
England  relieves  the  guardians  of  all  that  responsibility,  and  undertakes  tlie  case, 
and  therefore  th«y  must  make  the  inquiries  or  collect  the  evidence  that  is  necessary 
to  establish  the  case  ? — ^The  Poor  liiw  Board  would  only  at  the  commencement 
put  the  case  into  the  hands  of  an  attorney,  after  receiving  an  application  from 
the  Board  in  Ireland,  who  have  to  lodge  a  certain  sum  of  money  as  a  security  for 
costs ;  then  they  would  proceed. 

4954.  That  seems  to  relieve  the  Board  of  Guardians  from  the  difficulty  ? — Yes  ; 
but  they  must  determine  whether  they  will  appeal  or  not ;  they  must  posses* 
themselves  of  the  necessary  information  to  enable  them  to  determine  whether 
they  will  appeal  or  not ;  but  they  cannot  pay  for  an  agency  in  England  tor  that 
purpose. 

4955.  The  Poor  Law  Board  in  England  does  not  supply  that  deficiency  ;  they 
do  not  proceed  until  the  case  is  almost  ready  to  be  tried  ? — They  decline  to 
do  so;   they  did  actually  officially  decline  to   do  so  in  correspondence.     We 
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A.  Powery  Egq.    were  very  anxious  that  tbey  should  get  an  inspector  to  examine  the  parties,  in 

order  to  avoid  any  litigation  ;  to  see  whether  the  facts  were  truly  stated. 

6  July  i860.  4956.  Why  should  not  the  Board  direct  an  inspector,  as  you  state,  to  collect 

information? — I  do   not  know  why.     We  can  do  nothing  in  England,    either 
oflBcially,  or  by  agency. 

49.57.  But  the  law  has  provided  that  the  Poor  Law  Board  in  England  shall^ 
by  means  within  its  own  power,  do  everything  ? — Yes, 

4958.  And  make  inquiries  with  respect  10  the  settlement  of  a  pauper? — Yes; 
we  used  to  give  the  guardians  information  as  to  what  they  ought  to  do  to  set 
the  Poor  Law  Board  in  England  in  motion,  and  two  or  three  appeals  were 
attempted.  I  think  two  were  attempted  by  the  North  Dublin  Board  of  Guar- 
dians, but  they  failed  ;  there  was  a  mistake  in  the  notice  in  one  case,  and  there  was 
some  defect  through  delay  in  another,  and  we  began  to  look  to  see  whether  it  was 
worth  while  to  prosecute  them;  our  first  inquiry  was  this:  supposing  that  we  won 
the  appeal,  what  was  to  take  place  ;  it  was  clear  that  we  had  no  power  of  removing 
a  pauper  back  again  from  Ireland,  and  we  went  so  far  as  to  point  that  out  to 
the  Boards  of  Guardians ;  we  said,  very  possibly  it  may  be  an  illegal  removal ; 
but  you  will  have  to  consider  what  the  expense  may  possibly  be  of  appealing, 
and,  if  you  succeed,  we  do  not  know  how  the  pauper  can  be  removed  back. 

4959.  Do  you  confirm  what  has  been  stated,  that  there  is  no  power  in  Boards  of 
Guardians  to  remove  a  pauper  who  should  have  been  removed  illegally  to  them? 
— Certainly. 

4960.  And  no  right  of  action  in  a  pauper  against  the  parish  that  removed 
him  r — That  I  do  not  say  ;  I  think  there  is. 

4961.  Is  there  any  amendment  of  the  law  that  you  would  suggest  in  order 
to  facilitate  appeals  from  illegaF  removals  to  Ireland  ? — None,  beyond  what  I 
have  mentioned,  as  forming  part  of  the  Bill  that  was  prepared  in  1 856 ;  that 
1  think  was  quite  satisfactory. 

4062.  Does  that  give  facilities  for  appeals  ? — Yes.  The  Board  of  Guardians 
in  Ireland  are  made  parties  to  the  appeal ;  there  is  a  clause  in  that  Bill  autho- 
rising them  to  pay  the  expenses  of  agency^  and  also  the  expenses  of  their  pro* 
ceedings. 

4963.  Out  of  the  rates? — Yes. 

4964.  Sir  fV.  Miks.]  If  that  Bill  was  passed,  you  think  it  would  be  a  perfectly 
sufficient  remedy? — It  would  make  a  very  good  law  of  removal,  and  give  an 
effectual  appeal.  1  do  not  know  that  the  tribunal  would  be  quite  satisfactory  to 
Ireland,  as  it  would  be  an  English  tril)unal  in  every  case  ;  but  there  is  one  point 
that  would  be  very  unsatisfactory,  and  that  is,  that  in  that  Bill  there  is  no  reci- 
procal power  or  authority  to  remove  an  English  born  person  becoming  chargeable 
in  Ireland,  or  a  Scotch  born  person  becoming  chargeable  in  Ireland. 

4965.  But  there  are  not  a  great  many  of  that  class,  are  there  ? — There  may  be, 
and  will  be,  in  the  course  of  time.  I  can  imagine  a  great  number  of  Irish  persons 
born  in  England,  who  ought,  according  to  the  rule,  to  be  removable  from  Ireland 
when  they  are  above  the  age  of  15,  if  they  receive  relief.  Your  present  law  is, 
that  a  person  born  in  Ireland,  and  becoming  chargeable  in  England,  may  be 
removed  to  Ireland. 

4966.  I  take  it  for  granted,  that  the  number  of  Scotch  or  English  who  become 
chargeable  in  Ireland  must  be  very  few  indeed? — Such  cases  do  arise;  we  have 
English,  Scotch,  and  French  people  in  the  workhouses  now ;  not  any  considerable 
number ;  enough  to  create  a  grievance  for  want  of  reciprocity  ;  as  to  the  extent  of 
it,  I  think  it  may  be  at  some  future  time  very  extensive ;  for  instance,  every  Irish 
family  removed  from  England  to  Ireland  take  with  them  a  number  of  young 
children  who  have  been  born  in  England,  and  any  child,  if  relieved  above  15  years 
of  age,  ought  to  be  removed,  in  strict  justice,  to  England,  although  Irish. 

4967.  Is  there  no  power,  under  the  Irish  Act,  to  remove,  or  is  it  that  there  are 
no  funds  available  to  meet  the  expense  of  their  removal  ? — There  is  no  power  to 
interfere  with  the  liberty  of  the  subject  in  that  way ;  it  would  be  a  very  serious 
thing  to  do  so  without  express  power. 

4968.  You  have  no  settlement  in  Ireland,  and  probably  there  would  be  a  very 
great  dislike  to  having  a  power  of  removal  given  ? — We  dp  not  wish  for  it. 

4969.  Mr.  Maguire.^  No  Board  of  Guardians  in  Ireland  ever  expresses  a  wish 
to  have  that  power? — I  think  not;  still  the  non- reciprocity  is  an  element  of 
injustice. 

4970.  Mr.  LochhartJ]  There  are  cases  of  individual  hardships,  are  there  not, 
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arising  from  that  on  the  part  of  persons  suddenly  stricken  down  or  becomins:      j^.  Power.  Esq. 

permanently  disabled  ? — Yes;  we  have  in  the  workhouses 'bedridden  paupers  of        

various  nations,  some  French.  6  July  1866. 

4971.  Have  you  ever  beard  of  an  instance  of  a  person  trying  to  remove  himself, 
and  being  taken  back  and  kept  as  a  prisoner,  wishing  to  get  back  to  England  or 
to  Scotland  ? — No, 

4972.  Sir  W.  Miles.']  I  understand  that,  owung  to  the  diflSculties  which  exist 
from  the  laws  not  being  the  same  in  the  two  countries,  you  conceive  it  impossible 
really  to  do  equal  justice  to  Ireland  and  England  in  any  way,  except  by  totally 
abolishing  the  law  of  settlement  and  removal? — ^That  is  the  mode  in  which 
I  should  like  to  see  justice  done  between  the  two  countries. 

4973.  Mr.  H.  Herbert.]  You  do  not  mean  to  say  that  the  evils  complained  of 
might  not  be  greatly  mitigated  by  the  different  suggestions  that  have  been  made  ? 
— I  have  said  I  thought  they  might  be. 

4974.  Mr.  Tollemacfie.]  Although  you  think,  in  order  to  meet  the  case  of 
Ireland,  it  is  necessary  to  go  that  length,  you  also  believe  that  the  evil  might  be 
mitigated  to  a  considerable  extent  by  reducing  the  period  for  acquiring  irremova- 
bility from  five  years  to  three  ? — Yes. 

4975-  ^0  you  believe  that  the  evil  would  be  still  further  mitigated  by  preventing 
irremovability  being  forfeited  in  any  part  of  England  until  gained  elsewhere,  which 
would  be  something  tantamount  to  union  settlement  ?-7lf  I  understand  the  ques- 
tion rightly,  it  is  this,  that  a  pauper,  if  removed  from  a  parish  in  England,  should 
be  removed,  in  the  first  instance,  to  some  place  in  England  where  he  had  been 
and  acquired  irremovability,  if  there  were  such  a  place. 

4976.  No ;  but  that  a  man  having  gained  irremovability  should  not  break  that 
irremovability  until  he  had  gained  irremovability  elsewhere  ? — Precisely. 

4977*  Would  that  mitigate  the  evil  of  which  you  complain  still  further? — 
No  doubt  it  would  extend  the  law  of  irremovability  to  a  very  much  larger  class  of 
persons. 

4978.  And  therefore  you  think  that,  although  the  difficulty  might  not  be  fully 
met  in  that  way,  it  would  be  met  to  a  great  extent  ? — Yes. 

4979.  I  understand  you  also  to  recommend,  when  a  pauper  was  removed,  that 
the  union  removing  should  send  an  officer  with  the  pauper  to  the  place  to  which 
he  belonged  in  Ireland,  the  whole  distance? — Yes. 

4980.  Although  that  would  relieve  the  ratepayers  of  the  seaports  where  paupers 
are  usually  landed,  and  although  it  wpuld  benefit  the  pauper  so  removed,  as  he 
would  be  taken  care  of,  still  it  would  not  meet  the  objection  that  is  now  raised  to 
removals  ? — It  would  not  meet  the  objection  that  I  feel  to  removal  on  the  ground 
of  severance  from  connexions. 

4981.  Therefore  that  one  alteration  alone  would  not  be  sufficient,  in  your 
opinion  ? — It  would  be  an  improvement  of  the  existing  law,  no  doubt. 

4982.  But  it  is  also  important  that  the  period  of  residence  for  obtaining  irre- 
movability should  be  lessened  ? — Yes ;  I  would  advise  that. 

4983.  And  also  that  irremovability  once  gained  should  not  be  forfeited  until 
acquired  elsewhere  ? — Yes, 

4984.  I  believe  you  have  electoral  division  paupers  in  Ireland  as  well  as  union 
paupers  ? — Yes. 

4985.  You  stated,  I  think,  that  Boards  of  Guardians  are  more  liberal  to  union 
paupers  than  to  the  paupers  belonging  to  electoral  divisions  ? — No.  I  do  not 
think  they  are  more  liberal  towards  one  class  than  another ;  they  could  not  make 
any  distinction. 

4986.  Do  you  think  that  the  cases  of  union  paupers  are  as  closely  looked  into 
as  the  cases  of  electoral  division  paupers? — I  am  not  aware  of  any  great  diflfer- 
ence  in  the  administration  of  the  relief.  We  do  not  rely  in  Ireland  so  much  upon 
a  minute  knowledge  of  the  circumstances  or  merits  of  cases,  as  relief  is  freely 
offered  to  those  who  are  willing  to  be  admitted  into  the  workhouse ;  that  is 
mainly  the  system  of  relief 

4987.  As  the  workhouse  test  is  given  in  all  cases,  therefore  it  is  not  so  neces- 
sary to  inquire  into  the  merits  ot  individual  cases  r — Relief  is  very  seldom  refused 
to  applicants. 

4988.  Whether  they  belong  to  an  electoral  division,  or  whether  they  belong  to 
a  union?— No ;  when  in  the  house  they  are  treated  precisely  the  same. 

0.95.  L  L  4989.  I  understood 
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A.  Power^  Esq.         49^9*  I  understood  you  to  say  that  you  were  an  advocate  for  having  in  Eng- 

land  union  settlement  and  union  rating  ? — Yes. 

6  July  i8Co,  4990.  Have  you  ever  had  any  experience  in  the  working  of  the  poor  law  bj 

Boards  of  Guardians  ? — ^Yes, 

4991.  Do  you  believe  that  if  we  had  nothing  but  union  settlement  and  UTiiaa 
rating  the  cases  would  be  as  closely  inquired  into  as  they  are  now? — I  believe  ihat 
there  is  nsore  necessity  f^r  investigation  in  the  English  cases  than  in  the  Irish 
cases,  on  account  of  the  out-door  relief  that  is  given ;  but  I  think  it  would  be 
better  done  by  officers,  acting  under  a  Board  representing  the  wlxJe  area  of 
taxation,  than  by  tlje  exertions  of  guardians  representing  the  separate  interests 
of  small  areas. 

4992.  Would  you  place  more  power  in  the  hands  of  the  relieving  officers? — 
No ;  I  do  not  think  that  is  necessary ;  perhaps  it  would  be  necessary  to  have 
more  relieving  officers. 

4993-  I^^  you  think  that  a  Board  of  Guardians  would  be  inclined  more  to  foUow 
the  advice  ol  the  relieving  officers  than  they  are  now? — Yes;  I  think  that  a 
Board  would  be  administering  the  whole  fund  instead  of  a  part,  and  you  would 
get  a  more  perfect  and  better  principled  action.  It  has  appeared  to  me  always 
that  the  whole  Board  of  Guardians  did  not  take  a  sufficient  interest  in  individual 
cases,  but  that  the  guardian  of  a  parish  to  which  a  pauper  belonged  was  the 
person  referred  to  very  much;  and  that  is  a  reference  which  I  rather  dbtrust ; 
he  might  be  against  him  or  he  might  be  for  him ;  guardians  err  more  generally 
on  the  side  of  partiality  than  otherwise. 

4994.  You  know  that  at  present  we  have  union  paupers,  and  I  may  say  paro- 
chial paupers,  as  irremovable  paupers,  who  become  chargeable  to  the  common 
fund  ? — Yes. 

4995.  Are  you  aware  that  the  cases  of  irremovable  paupers  are  not  gone  so 
thoroughly  into  as  those  of  parochial  paupers? — No,  I  do  not  hear  that. 

4996.  If  that  is  the  case  now,  might  it  not  also  be  the  case  if  union  settlement 
and  union  rating  were  adopted  generally  ? — Possibly  it  might  hava  some  effect. 

4997.  Mr.  Ayrton.']  Would  it  be  possible  to  administer  the  Poor  Law  in  Ireland 
if  out-door  relief  were  given? — Tliere  is  some  out-door  relief  always  given,  but 
to  a  very  slight  extent. 

4998.  Upon  what  conditions? — ^At  the  present  time  the  guardians  have  the 
power  of  granting  out-door  relief,  if  they  see  fit  to  do  so,  to  persons  who  are  dis- 
abled by  accident,  and  therefore  prevented  from  maintaining  themselves  ;  the 
aged  and  infirm,  persons  permanently  disabled,  and  nidows  with  two  or  more 
legitimate  children  can  have  out-door  relief,  if  the  guardians  see  fit. 

4999.  Do  they  exercise  it  m  the  unions  you  are  acquainted  with  ? — Yes,  in 
some.  On  the  whole,  I  think  there  are  about  3,000  persons  on  out-door  relief  in 
Ireland,  compared  with  45,000  in  workhouses. 

5000.  The  persons  being  so  relieved  have  no  relations  capable  of  supporting 
them,  I  suppose  r — No,  that  is  not  necessary. 

5001.  How  do  you  account  for  so  very  few  people  receiving  out-door  relief?— 
The  guardians  have  a  discretion  to  relieve  them  out  of  the  workhouse  or  in,  and 
there  is  plenty  of  room  ;  and  there  is  a  very  general  opiaion  prevailing  that  the 
better  course  is  to  give  an  offer  of  admission  to  the  house. 

5002.  Do  many  people  on  being  offered  admission  to  a  poorhoose  refeseto 
accept  the  relief  on  that  condition  ? — They  generally  come  prepared  to  acoept 
admission ;  that  is  what  they  ask  for,  and  they  do  not  refuse  it.  Generally,  tJbey 
do  not  ex[)ect  to  get  out-door  relief  when  they  come. 

5003.  Out-door  relief  is  practically  refused  to  the  people  now,  and  those  who 
are  so  relieved  are  a  very  small  exception  ? — There  are  very  few ;  as  a  general 
Tule,  tl>ey  are  admitted  into  the  workhouse. 

5004.  Are  these  people  who  are  %o  relieved  permanent  paupers  or  casual 
paupers  ? — Some  are  of  a  permanent  class,  the  aged  and  the  infirm. 

5005.  Are  you  aware  whether  any  efforts  are  made  now  in  the  electoral  divi- 
sions to  shift  the  paupers  from  one  electoral  division  to  another? — No,  1  do  not 
think  there  are  ;  I  do  not  hear  of  it 

5006.  Or  do  they  shift  persons  frcmi  one  union  to  another  ? — No. 

5007.  Is  there  not  a  gradually  increasing  inequality  in  the  poor-rate  g(Mi^ 
on  in  Ireland? — No.  There  was  great  inequality  introduced  by  narrowing  the 
areas  of  the  electoral  divisions,  and  that  had  an  injurious  effect,  I  think  ;  but  at 
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present,  I  should  say  that  the  reduction  which  has  been  constanlly  going  on  for  A^Pomer^  Esq. 

the  last  1 0  years  in  the  expenditure  h»9  not  resulted  in  any  increase  of  inequality.  m 

5008.  Is  there  not  a  considerable  inequality  ? — There  is  a  great  difference ;  6^  July  i860. 
tkerate  fluctuates  as  much  as  from  ^d.  to  3^.  6d.  in  the  pound ;  in  some  town 

divisions^  the  rate  \»  as  high  as  3^.  &d.  in  the  pound,  or  a  little  more;  and 
there  are  some  in  which  it  is  as  low  as  4rf. 

5009.  When  the  areas  were  larger,  was  there  the  same  inequality  then  ? — 

No ;  the  more  you  narrow  the  area,  you  may  be  sore  the  greater  inequality  you  • 

will  make. 

501  o.  Is  that  inequality  much  felt  in  Ireland? — I  do  not  think  it  is  much 
complained  of;  it  occurs  in  difiRerent  parts  of  the  country,  it  happens  where  the 
taxed  property  is  of  less  value  in  proportion  to  the  population  than  in  another 
part. 

5011.  Within  tlie  limits  of  a  union,  is  there  any  great  inequaKty  ? — The 
rates  in  the  same  union  di&r  a  good  deal  sometimes. 

5012.  To  what  do  you  chiefly  ascribe  that  inequality  within  the  limits  of  a 
msion  } — The  properties  are  differently  circumstanced  in  the  different  electoral 
diTisicMDS ;  there  may  be  oiic  or  two  considerable  villages  with  a  number  of  poor 
people  residing  in  one,  and  in  another  electoral  dirision  perhaps  none  or  very 
few  inhabitants. 

5013.  Are  many  of  the  electoral  divisions  small  enough  to  embrace  the  pro- 
perty of  a  single  person? — ^They  are ;  f^ometimes  they  are  entirely  in  the  hands  of 
one  proprietor,  and  sometimes  several  electoral  divisions  are  in  the  bands  of  one 
proprietor. 

5014.  Has  it  come  within  your  observation,  that  in  those  eases,  the  poor  rate 
ia  lower  than  where  an  electoral  division  ii*  in  the  hands  of  several  proprietors  ? — 
I  am  not  able  to  answer  that  question. 

^  5015.  The  charge  upon  an  electoral  division,  where  it  belongs  to  a  single  pro- 
prietor, will  depend,  will  it  not,  entirely  upon  the  number  of  cottages  that  he 
allows  to  remain  on  his  estate  ? — It  will  to  a  great  extent. 

5016.  So  that  within  those  limits,  he  has  the  power  of  regnlating  his  own 
rate? — Yes,  a  good  deal ;  and  there  was  a  good  dead  of  action  of  that  description 
when  the  areas  were  reduced. 

5017.  At  that  time,  you  think  that  there  was  a  good  deal  of  arrangement  of 
cottage  property,  with  a  view  to  affect  the  charge  upon  the  property  for  the  rates? 
— Those  circumstances  would  not  come  before  us  in  any  official  shape;  but  I 
have  a  general  impression  that  something  was  done  of  that  description. 

5018.  You  can  refer  to  no  recent  instances  of  dealing  with  property  for  that 
purpose  ? — No. 

5019.  You  are  not  in  a  position  to  know  whether  that  takes  place  or  not  at 
present  ? — ^No;  it  would  not  appear  from  the  official  reports  of  the  inspectors. 

5020.  Is  there  not  a  very  strong  feeling  among  the  peasantry  in  Ireland  against 
attempts  to  pull  down  their  cottages,  and  remove  them  ? — Yes,  they  are  very 
unwilling  to  be  removed. 

5021.  Do  you  think  that  that  feeling  operates  to  some  extent  to  check  the 
attempt  on  the  part  of  the  landowners  to  diminish  the  number  of  cottages  and 
dwellings  on  their  estates? — I  dare  say  it  does. 

5022.  Mr.  Maguire.']  The  suggestion  of  several  witnesses  has  been,  that  the 
area  of  residence  for  acquiring  immovability  should  be  extended  from  a  parish  to 
a  union ;  do  you  think  that  such  an  extension  would  give  greater  freedom  to  an 
industrious  man,  and  enable  him  to  carry  his  labour  to  any  place  within  the 
bounds  of  that  union  ? — ^Yes,  and  be  a  great  benefit  to  him.  He  would  then  be 
less  liable  to  lof^e  his  privilege  of  irremovability  by  a  change  of  residence. 

5023.  I  will  read  to  you  a  passage  from  your  evidence  in  1854.  The  question 
was,  **  Assuming  that  the  law  was  never  exceeded,  and  that  the  parish  authorities 
in  England  acted  strictly  upon  the  letter  of  the  iaw^  do  you  not  think  that  there 
are  so  many  evils  necessarily  incident  to  the  operation  of  that  law  as  ought  to 
induce  a  humane  Legislature  to  repeal  it?"  Your  answer  was,  "I  certainly 
think  it  would  be  in  the  interests  of  humanity,  as  well  as  of  general  policy,  to 
repeal  the  law."*  Is  that  the  opinion  which  you  entertain  now  ? — Yes;  I  remain 
of  that  opinion  still. 

5024.  Mr  H.  Herbert.']  You  have  spoken  of  out-door  relief:  there  is,  is  there 
not,  a  very  extensive  system  of  what  may  be  called  out-door  relief,  in  the  way  of 
medical  relief? — Yes;  a  very  extensive  system  of  medical  relief,  embracing  a 
large  number  of  cases  of  relief,  about  700,000  in  the  course  of  a  year. 

0.95-  L  L  2  5025.  I  believe 
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A.  PwLer,  Esq.         5025-  I  believe  that  medical  relief  is,  in  fact,  more  liberally  given  in  Ireland 

than  in  England  ? — I  think  it  is  more  liberal. 

6  July  i860.  5026.  Mr,  Knight.']  I  find  that  the  increase  in  the  numbers  of  electoral  divisions 

in  Ireland  is  very  much  greater  than  was  recommended  by  the  Boundary  Com- 
missioners  in  their  final  report,  and  it  appears  that  the  redaction  of  the  area  of 
rating  hasf  gone  considerably  further  than  they  proposed  ? — No  ;  a  great  many  of 
their  recommendations  were  not  carried  out ;  the  alterations  in  the  electoral 
,  divisions  were  not  so  extensively  carried  out  as  was  recommended. 

5027.  Mr.  H.  Herbert.']  Is  it  not  the  fact  that  you  have  refused  to  interfere 
with  their  decisions  r — ^We  have  never  made  any  alteration  since  that  time, 
excepting  where  we  found  from  them,  or  from  members  of  their  body,  that  they 
had  acted  in  error.  I  think  that  the  whole  number  of  cases  does  not  amount 
to  half  a  dozen  ;  we  corrected  some  errors. 

5028.  Mr.  Ayrton.']  Are  you  aware  of  the  opinion  entertained  in  Ireland  by 
the  large  landed  proprietors,  and  that,  as  a  body,  they  are  generally  in  favour  of 
a  diminished  area,  while  the  public  at  large  are  in  favour  of  a  larger  area,  for  the 
purpose  of  rating? — We  do  not  hear  much  of  the  subject  at  present;  but  I  am 
quite  sure  that  at  the  time  those  alterations  took  place  it  was  done  with  the  general 
concurrence  of  the  landed  proprietors  in  Ireland,  in  fact,  at  the  instance  of  the 
proprietors  of  the  large  estates. 

5029.  Chairman.]  Did  you  look  at  the  Bill  that  was  brought  in  two  years  ago,  to 
amend  the  proceedings,  relating  to  the  removal  of  poor  persons  to  Scotland  and 
Ireland  ? — No, 

5030.  You  have  already  stated  that  you  approved  of  the  one  in  1856? — Yes,  so 
far  as  it  went ;  but  it  omits  the  reciprocity. 

5031.  Mr.  Maguire.]  It  makes  no  allusion  either  to  the  diminished  period  during 
which  a  person  might  obtain  irremovability,  or  to  the  area  of  residence  ? — No. 

5032.  Which  was  recommended  in  the  Report  of  1854-55? — I  believe  it  was; 
it  is  not  in  this  Bill  of  1 856. 

5033.  ^v.  Knight.]  Am  I  right  in  supposing,  that  when  a  pauper  first  goes 
into  a  union  in  Ireland,  if  he  wants  relief,  he  is  charged  to  the  union  at  large?— If 
he  has  not  resided  in  it  one  year,  at  least,  he  certainly  is  charged  to  the  union  at 
large  ;  and  if  he  has  resided  in  any  one  electoral  division<:ontinuously  for  one  year, 
he  is  charged  to  the  electoral  division  ;  and  if  he  has  resided  longer,  in  any  electoral 
division,  than  one  year,  he  is  charged  to  anyone  in  which  he  has  resided  the 
longest. 

Henry  James  Macfarlane^  Esq.,  called  in ;  and  further  Examined. 

n.  J.  Macfarlanej       5034.  Mr.  Sotheron  Estcourt.]  HAS  your  attention  been  called  to  the  provi- 
E»<1-  sions  of  a  Bill  brought  into  the  House  of  Commons  in  the  year  1858  with  regard 
to  the  removal  of  poor  persons  to  Ireland  ? — Yes. 

5035.  Have  you  looked  at  them  ? — Yes. 

5036.  Referring  to  the  answers  which  you  have  given  as  to  what  you  conceive 
to  be  the  different  modes  of  amending  the  present  mode  of  proceeding,  does  that 
Bill  appear  to  you,  upon  the  whole,  to  meet  the  case? — It  meets  several  important 
objections  that  we  have  at  the  present  tinie.  In  the  first  place,  that  Bill  embraces 
this  point,  that  depositions  shall  be  taken  before  two  magistrates  in  petty  sessions, 
and  that  a  copy  of  the  examination  shall  be  forwarded  by  the  Board  of  Guardians 
of  the  union  to  which  that  pauper  is  about  to  be  sent ;  I  think  that  would  settle, 
in  a  great  measure,  the  necessity  for  any  alteration  as  to  an  appeal ;  we  should 
have  no  difficulty  about  an  appeal  if  that  were  done. 

5037.  Does  not  that  Bill  also  provide  that  agents  should  be  appointed  to  receive 
paupers  at  the  different  ports? — Yes  ;  and  I  think  that  would  provide  against  any 
hardship  in  the  transit  from  England  to  Ireland  :  that  regulation  would  ensure 
them  from  not  being  left  in  the  very  inhuman  manner  in  w  hich  they  are  now  left. 

5038.  Does  not  that  Bill  also  provide  that  the  pauper,  instead  of  being  landed 
at  a  port  and  there  left,  shall  be  conveyed  to  the  workhouse  in  the  nnion  to  which 
he  is  going? — Yes,  and  that  would  relieve  the  port  entirely,  so  far  as  it  went. 

5039.  Upon  the  whole,  supposing  the  provisions  of  that  Bill,  in  substance, 
were  carried  into  a  law,  would  they  meet  the  points  that  you  have  stated  in  yoof 
former  evidence  ? — 1  tiiink  they  would  be  a  very  important  feature,  and  would 
relieve  us  to  a  great  extent,  so  far  as  they  go. 

5040.  Mr.  Magtiire.']  Do  you  know,  as  a  fact,  that  there  are  five  per  cent  of 
English  in  the  County  of  Dublin  Prison  ? — Not  five  per  cent,  of  English,  but  the 
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English  and  Scotch  prisoners  together  are  five  per  cent,  in  proportion  to  the   B.  J.  MatfarUmet 
County  of  Dublin  prisoners.     I  have  taken  an  active  part  in  the  management  ^^' 

of  the  Kilmainham  Gaol  for  several  years,  and  I  have  generally  found  that  they       g  ,  ,    ^gg^ 
average  ahout  five  per  cent  of  our  Dublin  prisoners. 

5041.  Which  shows,  does  it  not,  that  there  must  be  a  considerable  number  of 
English  in  the  city  ? — ^A  great  number. 

5042.  Do  you  know  that  there  are  a  great  number  employed  in  Belfast,  Cork, 
and  Dublin,  in  the  ironworks,  foundries,  and  shipbuilding  yards? — Independently 
of  the  Irish  who  are  passed  over  to  us  from  England,  we  have  continually 
Englishmen  who  have  become  ill,  or  have  met  with  accidentSt  as  artisans,  in  the 
city,  and  who  obtain  relief. 

5043.  You  do  not  desire  to  remove  them  r — No ;  we  think  that  they  are 
legitimate  recipients. 

5044.  Chairman.']  Have  you  anything  to  say  upon  the  subject  of  electoral 
divihions  ? — In  the  first  place  they  were  made  smaller  for  a  particular  reason  ; 
to  individualise  responsibility  at  a  very  important  crisis  in  our  history^  soon 
after  the  famine.  Since  the  settlement  of  the  electoral  divisions,  there  has  been 
almost  no  alteration.  I  made  a  great  effort  to  get  my  electoral  division  altered, 
it  is  in  such  a  peculiar  position.  I  have  to  pass  through  another  union  to  go 
to  my  own  workhouse,  but  still  the  objection  has  been  so  strong  as  to  making 
any  alteration,  in  the  last  10  years,  in  electoral  divisions,  that  they  would  not 
make  an  alteration  in  that  which  I  pointed  out  to  the  authorities  as  a  matter  of 
very  great  importance. 

5045.  Mr.  Avrton.]  Who  are  the  authorities? — The  Boundary  Commissioners 
who  were  to  report;  I  brought  the  matter  before  them,  and  I  even  recom- 
mended that  this  electoral  division  should  be  changed,  but  it  was  not  changed. 

5046.  Who  refused  to  alter  it;  the  authorities?— 1  think  it  rested  principally 
with  the  Poor  Law  Commissioners. 

5047.  Mr.  H.  Herbert.]  Are  you  aware  that  the  Poor  Law  Commissioners 
have  the  power? — ^They  have  had,  but  they  have  not  exercised  it;  they  have 
always  declined. 

5048.  Mr.  Ayrton.']  Individualising  the  responsibility  means  that  the  present 
possessors  of  the  single  estates  are  to  nave  the  management  of  them,  does  it  not? 
— Not  so  much  that  as  to  encourage  them  to  give  necessary  employment,  and 
urge  their  tenants  to  get  forward  with  the  works  of  drainage  when  employment 
was  very  scarce  in  Ireland.  Now  we  have  pone  to  the  opposite  extreme,  for  we 
have  not  sufficient  hands  to  do  our  work  in  Ireland  ;  there  was  the  greatest  com- 
plaint from  one  end  of  Ireland  to  the  other  of  the  want  of  such  a  class  of  work- 
men. I  know  parts  of  Ireland  now  where  a  little  boy  of  11  or  12  years  of  age 
can  get  what  were  men's  wages  five  years  ago. 

5049.  Are  you  aware  whether  the  rates  in  any  electoral  divisions,  held  by 
single  proprierors,  are  generally  lower  or  higher  than  those  which  are  held  by  a 
number  of  people  r — They  were  highest  at  a  particular  time,  but  there  is  no 
difference  now  hardly.  A  general  improvement  has  gone  on  in  the  country, 
and  you  could  not  localise  one  district  trom  another  as  to  improvement. 

5050.  But  with  regard  to  electoral  divisions  in  particular  unions,  is  there 
much  inequality  in  the  rate  ? — If  there  is,  it  will  result  not  iroro  the  management 
of  it  now-a-days,  but  from  peculiarities  as  to  population.  If  there  is  a  village  in 
an  electoral  division,  and  the  adjoining  electoral  division  consists  of  an  agricultural 
population  without  any  village,  the  rates  will  be  much  lower  in  it. 

5051.  Chairman J^  In  which  will  the  rates  be  higher? — ^Where  there  is  no 
village. 

5052.  Mr.  Ayrton.]  Is  it  within  your  knowledge  that  any  arrangements  are 
made  as  to  pulling  down  or  building  up  residences  for  the  peasantry,  in  order  to 
prevent  them  becouiing  chargeable  to  an  electoral  division  ? — ^In  the  worst  time  I 
never  knew  that  to  be  done ;  there  were  efforts  made  to  promote  emigration,  but, 
as  to  pushing  them  from  one  end  of  the  country  to  the  other,  that  was  not  done 
excepting  in  the  lower  districts ;  sometimes  they  moved  themselves  up  into  the 
larger  towns. 

5053.  It  has  not  come  within  your  knowledge  that  any  cottages  of  the  work- 
ing people  have  been  pulled  down,  on  any  of  the  estates,  so  as  to  diminish  the 
number  of  the  residences  on  them  ? — Not  for  years ;  in  the  time  of  the  famine 
something  of  that  kind  was  going  forward. 
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H.J.Macfarfancy       5054.  But  not  since  then? — No;  we  know  nothing  of  that  at  the  preseHt 

^^  time. 

g  5055.  Mr.  H.  Herbert.]  Are  you  aware  that  many  electoral  divisions  can  be 

y  ^^'wj.       named  in   the  south  and   west  of    Ireland,  wl)erc  the  whole  electoral  diviwon 

belongs  to  one  proprietor,  and  it  happens  to  be  the  highest  rated  in  the  whole 

district? — I  have  heard  so. 


Martis,  lO""  die  Julu,  186a^ 


MEMBEBS  present: 


Mr.  Barrow. 
Mr.  Beecrodt. 
Mr.  Dodson. 
Mr.  Gregory. 
Mr.  Henry  Herbert. 
Mr.  Knignt. 


Mr.  Lockkart. 
Mr.  Maguire. 
Colonel  Smyth* 
Mr.  ToUfmache. 
Mr.  Villiers. 


The  Right  Honourable  C.  P.  VILLIERS,  in  the  Chair. 


Mr.  Hugh  OweHf  called  in;  and  Examined. 

Mr.  Hugh  Owen.        50.')6.  Chairman.']  YOU  attend  from  the  Poor  Law  Board? — I  do. 

5057.  Do  you  remember  a  case  that  occurred  of  a  pauper  having  been  re- 

10  July  i860,      moved  from  Bolton  to  Dublin,  and  an  inquiry  being  instituted  on  the  subject 
by  the  Poor  Law  Board  ?— Yes. 

5058.  Have  you  got  the  date  of  that  case  r — I  have  before  me  a  letter  addressed 
by  the  Poor  Law  Commissioners  in  Ireland  to  the  Poor  Law  Board  in  London^ 
dated  31st  March  1860,  and  it  transmits,  for  the  observation  of  the  Poor  Law 
Board,  a  communication  which  had  been  addressed  to  the  Poor  Law  Commis- 
sioners by  one  of  their  inspectors,  Mr.  Henry  Robinson.  Mr.  Robinson's 
communication,  which  is  dated  the  3Qth  March  1860,  is  as  follows: — "Gentle- 
men, I  beg  to  inform  you  that  my  attention  has  been  called  by  the  guardians 
of  North  Dublin  Union,  to  the  case  of  a  woman  named  Jane  Kay,  who  was 
admitted  to  the  North  Dublin  Workhouse  on  the  27th  instant,  having  been 
removed  from  Bolton  to  this  country  under  a  magistrate's  order,  which  I 
forward  to  you  herewith.  I  would  direct  your  attention  to  the  fact  that  the 
removal  order  was  obtained  on  the  deposition  of  Jane  Kay  alone,  and  yoa  wtH 
observe,  by  her  sworn  testimony,  that  she  asserts  she  did  not,  when  examined 
before  the  magistrates  at  Bolton,  know  where  she  was  born,  and  does  not  at 
present  know  that  she  was  bom  in  Ireland,  but  that  having  been  committed  to 
prison  for  a  month  for  refusing  to  be  sworn  relative  to  her  place  of  birth,  and 
having  been  threatened  with  further  imprisonment  if  she  persisted  in  such 
refusal,  she  was  induced  to  depose  to  a  fact  of  which  she  was  ignorant.  Jane 
Kay  farther  states  that  her  mother  is  in  Bolton  Union,  and  would  give  evidence 
as  to  her  place  of  birth,  but  it  does  not  appear  by  the  annexed  warrant  that  ker 
testimony  on  the  point  was  obtained.  I  have  the  honour  to  be,  Gentlemen,  your 
obedient  servant,  Henry  Robinson.^* 

5059.  The  warrant  being  signed  by  the  magistrates  of  Bolton,  I  suppose  ? — Yes. 
That  letter  is  accompanied  by  the  following  deposition  taken  by  the  inspectofi 
Mr.  Robinson.  Jane  Kay,  having  been  duly  sworn,  states :  *^  Abo4it  six  wedu 
ago  I  applied  for  relief  in  the  Bolton  Union^  and  was  admitted  to  the  workhouse. 
In  about  a  week  afterwards  I  was  taken  before  the  magistrates,  and  was  asked 
where  I  was  born,  and  I  said  I  did  not  know.  I  was  then  pressed  to  swear,  aad 
refused,  and  was  committed  to  prison  for  contempt  of  court  for  a  moQth ;  whea 
I  was  discharged  from  prison  I  was  admitted  to  the  workhouse,  and  again  taken 
before  the  magistrates,  and  was  threatened  with  imprisonment  if  I  did  not  swear. 
Rather  than  go  to  prison  I  did  swear  I  was  bom  in  Ireland,  but  I  do  not  know 
where  I  was  born.     I  do  not  know  whether  I  ever  was  in  Irehod.     My  father 

is 


Digitized  by 


Google 


SELECT  COMMITTEE  ON  IRREMOVABLE  POOR.  271 

is  dead,  and  he  was  an  Englishman ;  but  my  mother  was  born  in   Ireland.     I    Mr.  Hngk  Owen. 

was  sent  in  charge  of  a  man   to  Liverpool,  and  put  on  board  a  steamer,  and      > 

landed  here  yesterday.  I  was  very  ill  on  board,  and  had  only  a  deck  passage ;  10  Jdy  i860. 
I  got  wet  through,  and  am  in  the  family  way,  which  caused  me  to  apply 
for  relief.^*  (Signed  by  her  mark.)  "Sux^rn  before  me  this  28th  of  March 
1860,  Henry  Roii$i$(m,  Poor  Law  Inspector,"  The  Poor  Law  Board,  on  the 
6th  April  1860,  addressed  the  following  letter  to  J.  Woodhouse,  Esq.,  clerk 
to  the  guardians  of  tbe  Boltoa  Union:  ''Sir, — I  am  directed  by  the  Pooi' 
Law  Board  to  foi*ward  herewith,  for  any  observations  which  the  guardians 
of  the  Bolton  Union  may  be  de??irous  of  making  thereon,  a  copy  of  a  letter, 
and  of  its  enclosures,  which  the  Board  have  reoeived  from  the  Commis- 
sioners for  administering  the  laws  for  relief  of  the  poor  in  Ireland,  relative 
to  the  case  of  a  pauper  named  Jane  Kay,  who  has  recently  I>een  removed 
from  that  union  to  Ireland.**  The  Poor  Law  Board  oa  the  24th  of  April 
received  from  tbe  clerk  to  the  guardians  of  tbe  Bolton  Union  the  following 
lister,  which  is  dated  23d  of  April  1860:  "Sir, — (Jane  Kay), — ^Your  letter 
and  its  enclosure  in  reference  to  tlie  above-named  person  has  been  laid  before 
the  guardians,  and,  on  the  other  side,  I  beg  to  hand  you  extract  from  the 
minutes  of  their  proceedings  in  regard  thereto."  Those  extracts  are  as  follows  : 
"Extract  from  Minutes  of  Proceedings  of  the  Board  of  Guardians  of  tlie  Bolton 
Union,  at  their  meeting  held  at  the  Board-room,  on  Wednesday  the  11th  and 
l«tii  day  of  April  1860  :— 11th  April  1860,  Read  letter  of  tbe  Poor  Law  Board, 
ewdosing  copy  of  a  communication  received  by  them  from  the  Commissioners 
in  Ireland,  complaining  of  the  improper  removal  of  a  woman  named  Kay  from 
Great  Bolton  to  Dublin.  Ordered,  that  the  letter  be  referred  to  the  Chairman 
of  the  Board,  to  asswer,  as  clerk  to  tbe  justices  who  caused  the  removal. — 18th 
April  1860,  Mr.  Winder,  derk  to  tbe  justice  of  the  borough  of  Bolton,  pro- 
duced and  read  the  examination  of  Mary  Kay  and  Jane  Kay,  taken  upon  oath 
before  a  justice  of  the  peace,  on  the  17th  of  April  instant,  touching  the  place  of 
settlement  of  tfae  said  Jane  Kay^  and  other  matters  connected  therewith.  It 
was  ordered  that  the  same  be  transmitted  to  the  Poor  Law  Board."  Then  fol- 
lows tbe  examination* 

5060.  Have  yom  a  copy  of  the  examinati<xi  when  she  first  became  chai^eable  ? 
-r-No ;  this  examination  appears  to  have  been  taken  after  the  receipt  of  the 
communication  from  the  Poor  Law  Board  requiring  an  explanation. 

5061.  Have  you  got  her  statement  when  she  was  examined  bdbre  the  magis- 
trates?— No ;  this  exanriuation  is  dated  April  1860. 

5062.  As  I  understand,  the  communication  with  Bolton  took  place  in  conse- 
queoee  of  a  communication  from  the  Irish  Poor  Law  Board,  alter  the  pauper 
had  been  removed  to  Dublin  ? — Yes. 

5063.  Is  this  her  examination  at  Bolton  ? — Yes. 

5064.  She  having  been  removed  back  ? — Yes.  I  am  not  aware  of  the  manner 
ia  which  she  found  her  way  back ;  but  at  this  time  she  appears  to  be  at  Bolton* 
The  first  communication  from  the  Board  in  Dublin  to  the  Poor  Law  Board  is 
dated  31st  March  1860.  She  was  admitted  into  the  North  Dublin  Workhouse 
on  27th  March  1860. 

5065.  Mr.  H,  Herbert.']  Had  she  on  that  occasion  applied  for  relief? — I  have 
no  information  beyond  that  which  is  disclosed  by  this  correspondence,  nor  indeed 
have  the  Poor  Law  Board.  This  is  tbe  examination  :— '*  Borough  of  Bolton,  in 
the  county  of  Lancaster,  to  wit:  The  examination  of  Mary  Kay  and  Jane  Kay, 
taken  upon  oath  this  17^  day  of  April,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1860,  touching  the 
place  of  settlement  of  the  said  Jane  Kay,  and  other  matters  connected  with  her 
remuvaL  The  said  Mary  Kay,  upon  her  oath,  saith  :  I  am  the  widow  of  Patrick 
Kay,  formerly  of  Great  Bolton,  iu  the  said  borough,  handloom  weaver.  In  July 
1841,  I  and  my  said  late  husband,  and  our  four  children,  were  in  the  Great 
Bolton  Workhouse,  in  the  Bolton  Poor  Law  Union,  receiving  relief,  and  were 
removed  to  Ireland  in  the  same  month.  My  said  late  husband  belonged  to 
Ireland,  as  I  have  been  informed,  and  verily  believe.  On  landing  in  Ireland, 
I  and  my  said  late  husband  and  children  went  to  reside  with  a  relative  of  my 
said  late  husband,  in  the  hamlet  or  place  of  Balruddery,  iu  the  county  of  Dublin, 
and  in  that  place,  on  the  19th  day  of  August  1841,  my  daughter,  the  above- 
named  Jane  Kay,  was  bom.  We  remained  in  Ireland  about  three  months  after 
my  said  daughter  Jane  was  bom^  when  we  returned  to  England,  bringing  my 
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Mr.  Hugh  Owen,    said  daughter  Jane  with  us.     My  said  daughter  Jane  has,  since  our  return  to 

England,    been   twice  removed   to   the   county  of  Dublin."     Signed  by  her 

10  July  i860,      mark. 

5066.  Is  that  the  mother  of  the  pauper? — Yes.  The  examination  proceeds^ 
"  The  said  Jane  Kay,  on  her  oath,  saith,  as  follows :  I  am  daughter  of  the  last 
deponent,  and  the  same  referred  to  in  her  evidence.  I  have  been  twice  removed 
to  Ireland.  On  the  last  occasion  of  my  removal,  when  asked  by  the  justices 
where  I  was  bom,  I  unhesitatingly  said  I  was  born  in  Irehnd,  but  had  at  the 
time  forgotten  the  particular  part,  but  that  it  was  near  to  Dublin,  as  I  had 
been  informed  and  believe.  No  threat  was  then  held  out  by  the  justices  to 
force  me  to  make  such  statement,  which  was  purely  voluntary,  and  I  now 
repeat  and  declare  that  the  same  was  true.  After  I  had  been  in  the  Dublia 
Workhouse  a  day,  I  applied  to  the  Commissioner  to  send  me  back  to  England, 
but  he  refused.  I  applied  to  a  person  for  information  how  I  could  get  back  to 
England,  and  was  directed  to  a  police  sergeant,  who  I  was  told  had  got  others 
removed  to  England.  I  afterwards  applied  lo  the  same  police  sergeant,  and  he 
procured  me  a  free  passage  on  board  a  steamfer  to  England.  Since  ray  return 
to  Bolton  I  have  had  a  child  born  in  Bolton.*'  Signed  by  her  mark. — "  The 
above  examinations,  taken  upon  oath,  this  17th  day  of  April  1860,  before  me, 
the  undersigned,  one  of  Her  Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace  in  and  for  the  said 
borough  of  Bolton,  Robert  Walsh'' 

5067.  Chairman.']  And  you  understand  she  there  refers  to  her  original  exami- 
nation, when  she  admitted  that  she  was  born  in  Ireland,  and  had  belonged  to  Ire- 
land, and  never  was  in  prison  under  any  threat  that  if  she  did  not  admit  she  was 
an  Irishwoman  she  would  be  continued  in  prison  ? — That  is  so. 

5068.  Is  that  the  effect  of  the  depositions  which  you  have  just  read  ? — Yes. 

5069.  You  have  read  the  depositions  which  were  taken  in  Ireland,  which  are 
completely  at  variance  with  that  ? — ^Yes. 

5070.  Has  anything  else  followed  on  that  ? — On  receipt  of  the  letter  and 
depositions  from  Bolton,  the  Poor  Law  Board  transmitted  copies  to  the  Board  in 
Dublin,  and  that  terminated  the  correspondence. 

5071.  You  are  not  aware  of  any  other  proceedings  that  took  place  on  the 
subject  of  this  person  at  Bolton? — I  believe  there  is  no  information  in  the  pos- 
session of  the  Poor  Law  Board  upon  the  subject  beyond  that  which  is  disclosed 
by  this  correspondence. 

5072.  Mr.  MaguireJ]  Have  you  any  information  in  the  Poor  Law  Board  to 
this  effect :  •*  The  officer  took  me  to  Liverpool  on  the  deck  of  a  steamer  at  seven 
in  the  evening.  I  was  landed  here  at  11  the  next  morning.  We  had  a  bad 
passage ;  wind,  rain,  and  storm.  I  had  no  outside  cover.  I  was  so  ill  I  thought 
I  should  die.  I  was  rolled  along  the  deck.  I  was  in  danger  of  going  overboard 
the  ship  was  so  much  shaken.  At  last  the  sailors  took  pity  on  me,  and  took  me 
down  among  some  pigs,  where  I  lay  much  relieved  by  their  warmth.  I  have 
4  d.  in  my  pocket.  Where  to  go  or  what  to  do  I  cannot  tell.  I  know  no  one 
here  and  may  become  ill  every  moment  **  ? — That  information  is  quite  new 
to  me. 

5073.  Chairman.']  You  perceive  that  is  a  statement  made  in  Ireland? — 
Yes. 

5074.  Probably  shortly  after  she  landed  ? — By  Jane  Kay  apparently,  who 
makes  one  statement  in  Dublin  and  another  at  Bolton. 

507/5.  Mr.  Maguire.'\  Is  it  not  very  probable  if  she  had  no  covering,  and  there 
was  wind,  rain,  and  storm,  that  she  might  have  been  relieved  by  lying  among  the 
pigs  ?— Undoubtedly. 

5076.  And  that  the  sailors  showed  their  humanity  in  sending  her  among  the 
pigs,  instead  of  leaving  her  exposed  on  the  deck  ? — Certainly ;  and  if  her  state- 
ment be  true,  I  should  regard  the  manner  of  conveying  her  as  being  harsh. 


Rev.  T.  Mediand. 


The  Reverend  Thomas  Medlandj  called  in ;  and  Examined. 

5077.  Mr.  Dodson."]  YOU  are  the  Vicar  of  Steyning,  in  Sussex? — Yes. 

5078.  How  many  parishes  does  your  union  consist  of? — ^Twenty- three. 

5079.  Chairman.']  Are  you  chairman  of  the  guardians  of  that  union  ?-^No. 

5080.  Are  you  a  guardian  ? — No. 

5081.  You  live  in  that  union  ? — I  live  at  Steyning. 
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5082.  Are  the  parishes  chiefly  agricultural? — They  are  chiefly  agricultural.    Rev.  T.  Medland. 
They  are  many  of  them  sea-side,  which  are  not  agricultural.  

5083.  Mr.  Dodson.']  Are  any  of  them  close  parishes  ? — Yes;  1  think  five.  10  July  i860. 

5084.  I  believe  there  is  one  parish  which  is  a  town  parish,  Hove? — Yes ;  that 
is  a  suburb  of  Brighton. 

5085.  Is  there  any  other  town  parish  in  the  union  ? — Shorebam  is  to  a 
certain  extent  a  town  parish,  being  a  seaport  town  ;  and  Steyning  calls  itself  a 
small  town. 

5086.  What  has  been  the  effect  in  your  union  of  the  Irremovable  Poor  Act, 
taken  in  connexion  with  Mr.  Bodkin's  Act  ? — The  effect  has  been  to  throw  a  very 
unequal  burden  upon  the  inland  parishes  as  compared  with  the  sea-side  parish 
of  Hove.  •  ^ 

5087.  Is  there  a  large  population  attracted  to  the  sea-side  pai:ishes  ?—  Yes  ; 
and  many  accidents  take  place  among  the  sailors  who  come  into  the  port  of 
Shoreham,  the  expense  of  which  is  thrown  upon  the  union. 

/;o88.  Does  Hove  attract  much  labour  to  the  union  ? — It  has  attracted  a  great 
deal  of  labour,  from  the  very  great  increase  of  population. 

5089.  There  has  been  a  great  deal  of  building  going  on  ? — Yes. 

5090.  What  style  of  houses  are  they  at  Hover— Generally  speaking,  they  are 
bouses  of  a  superior  character. 

5091.  Do  the  labourers  who  come  to  work  at  Hove  generally  reside  in  Hove? 
— I  am  not  prepared  to  say  that. 

5002.  Is  there  a  class  of  houses  in  Hove  to  accommodate  labourers? — To  a 
certain  extent  there  is  a  class  in  Hove,  The  labourers  who  come  to  Hove  can 
hardly  be  called  agricultural  labourers ;  but  they  are  chiefly  gardeners,  char- 
women, laundresses,  and  people  of  that  kind  who  gather  round  a  wealthy 
population. 

5093.  Do  they  generally  reside  within  the  parish  at  Hove,  or  in  some  of  the 
adjoining  parishes  ? — I  do  not  know  whether  they  actually  reside  in  Hove  or  in 
Brighton,  because  the  two  are  so  intimately  connected  that  I  am  not  exactly 
prepared  to  say  where  the  limit  is. 

5094.  Brighton  is  not  within  your  union  ?  — Brighton  is  not. 

5095.  Can  you  state  what  have  been  the  charges  for  the  irremovable  poor  of 
Steyning  Union  for  the  last  10  years? — ^Yes;  I  hold  in  my  hand  a  statement 
given  me  by  the  clerk  of  the  union  :  it  has  increased  from  1849,  in  which  year 
it  was  479/.;  in  1858  it  was  1,193/.;  in  1859  it  was  1,049/.  The  charges 
of  irremovable  and  casual  poor  in  the  Steyning  Union  for  the  year  ending 
Michel  mas  1849  was  479  /. ;  for  the  year  ending  Michaelmas  1850  it  was  459  /. ; 
for  the  year  ending  Michaelmas  1851  it  was  471/.;  for  the  year  ending 
Michaelmas  1852  it  was  595/. ;  for  the  year  ending  Michaelmas  1853  it  was 
624  /. ;  for  the  year  ending  Michaelmas  1854  it  was  960  /. ;  for  the  year  ending 
Michaelmas  1855  it  was  1,076/. ;  for  the  year  ending  Michaelmas  1856  it  was 
1,103  /. ;  for  the  year  ending  Michaelmas  1857  it  was  1,147/. ;  and  for  the  year 
ending  Michaelmas  1858  it  was  1,193/. 

aogG,  Have  the  two  Acts  to  which  I  have  referred  worked  unequally  in  the 
diflerent  parishes ;  has  the  rate  in  the  pound  for  the  poor  increased  in  your  own 
particular  parish  ? — Not  lately. 

5097.  Has  it  since  the  year  1859  ? — To  a  certain  extent  it  has. 

5098.  Will  you  say  to  what  extent  ? — In  1848  the  poor  rate  in  the  pound  was 
6  ^. ;  in  1849  it  was  4  s.  6  d.;  in  1850  it  became  6  s.  6d.  in  the  pound ;  then  it 
was  less  for  three  years ;  in  1854  it  reached  9  ^.  2  ^.  in  the  pound. 

5099.  Do  you  attribute  that  increase  in  the  pound  to  the  increased  charges  on 
the  common  fund  ? — Partly, 

5100.  Have  your  own  settled  poor  increased  ? — No ;  I  think  not. 

5101.  Then  the  increased  rate  is  owing  to  the  union  charges? — In  a  great 
measure ;  it  varies  with  the  requirements  of  labour  in  the  parish ;  our  own 
settled  poor  sometimes  ;  have  a  greater  abundance  of  labour  than  at  other  times ; 
and  when  there  is  a  deficiency  of  labour  the  charge  upon  the  parish  increases. 

5 1 02.  Do  many  labourers  who  work  in  adjoining  parishes  reside  in  your  parish  5 
— Yes,  many  ;  it  is  that  which  makes  the  rates  so  heavy  in  our  parish. 

5103.  Have  many  of  them  acquired  irremovability  in  your  parish,  or  do  they 
become  chargeable  ^  casual  poor  ? — No ;  generally  speaking  they  are  the 
original  poor,  because  they  have  resided  in  the  parish  for  a  very  long  time. 
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Rev.T.Meibmd.  They  have  been  driven  into  the  parish  by  want  of  accommodation  fn  two  or 

three  parishes  in  the  neighbourhood,  and  they  have  resided  there.     Con^quently 

lo  July  i860.      Steyning  has  been  the  centre  to  which  the  labouring  population  has  converged. 

5104.  Have  they  a  settlement  in  Steyning?--* Yes. 

5105.  Have  you  any  number  of  poor  who  have  become  irremovable  by 
residing  five  years  in  the  parish  ? — Not  very  many.  We  have  so  large  an 
original  lab 

was  1 6,878. 

5107.  What  is  the  population  of  Steyning  parish  r — 1,4M. 

5108.  What  is  the  assessment  of  the  union  to  the  county  rate,  and  the  assess*^ 
ment  of  Steyning  parish  to  the  county  rate  ?— The  assessment  to  the  union  ia 
11 4^260  /.     The  assessment  of  Steyning  itself  is  6,000  /. 

5109.  What  proportion  of  the  union  changes  does  the  parish  of  Steyning  bear? 
— Very  nearly  one-fifth. 

5110.  Now  take  the  parish  of  Hove,  which  you  say  is  a  wealthy  town  parish ; 
what  is  the  assessment  of  its  population  to  the  county  rate  ? — ^The  population  of 
Hove,  in  1851,  was  4,104;  but  it  now  exceeds  8,000,  I  understand;  it  was 
assessed  !o  the  county  rate  at  49,060/.  It  very  much  exceeds  that  at  present. 
I  am  told  that  it  amounts  to  60,000  /.  at  present. 

5111.  Then,  it  contributes  a  smaller  proportion  ?— It  contributes  only  1-1 6th 
towards  the  union  charges. 

5112.  What  remedy  do  you  suggest  for  this  inequality  in  the  charges? — I  am 
hardly  prepared  to  be  a  judge  of  the  subject ;  but  it  appears  to  me  that  the 
fairest  way  would  be  to  assess  each  parish  according  to  the  value  of  the  property 
in  the  parish, 

5113.  Would  that  proposal  meet  with  the  approbation  of  the  guardians  gene* 
rally  in  your  union  ? — I  do  not  know. 

5114.  Has  it  ever  been  discussed  ? — I  am  not  aware.  Of  course  it  would  not 
meet  with  the  approval  of  the  guardians  of  Hove  or  the  close  parishes,  because 
it  would  seriously  affect  them. 

5115.  Do  you  know  whether  they  consider  it  unfair;  have  you  ever  eon* 
versed  with  any  of  them  ? — I  have  had  some  opportunity  of  conversing  with 
some  of  the  official  guardians,  I  think  they  would  not  consider  it  unfair, 
although  they  would  not  like  it. 

5116.  They  would  admit  the  justice  of  it? — I  think  they  would  admit  the 
justice  of  it. 

5117.  Chairman.^  Do  we  understand  jtm  to  say  that  there  are  some  parishes 
in  this  union  where  there  are  no  poor? — There  are  two  parishes  in  which  there 
are  no  poor. 

5118.  Have  they  never  had  any  poor  ? — 1  think  they  have  never  had  any. 

5119.  Then  we  understand  that  in  those  parishes  there  are  no  dwellings  for 
the  poor? — No. 

.5120.  Do  those  parishes  belong  to  one  or  two  proprietors? — ^They  both  ef 
them  belong  to  single  proprietors. 

5121.  Have  you  ever  known  of  any  practice  of  pulling  down  cottages 
to  prevent  the  poor  dwelling  there  ? — In  those  parishes  I  cannot  say  that  I  have 
from  my  own  experience  ;  but  I  have  heard  of  its  being  done  in  another  pari^ 
in  which  there  was  a  single  proprietor. 

5122.  Another  parish  of  your  union? — Yes. 

5123.  Can  you  give  the  particulars  of  that  parish  in  that  respect? — That  vras 
the  parish  of  Buttolphs  in  the  Steyning  union. 

5124.  will  you  state  what  you  know  about  the  matter? — I  sierely  know  this, 
that  it  was  the  policy  of  the  owner  and  occupier  to  eurtail  as  much  as  possible 
the  cottage  accommodation,  so  as  to  cause  the  labourers  to  reside  in  Steyning. 

5125.  Do  you  know  the  fact  that  there  were  formerly  cottages  tliere  which 
are  not  there  now,  and  that  the  labonrers  who  used  to  be  in  ^at  parish  bow 
reside  in  Steyning  ? — I  cannot  say  from  my  own  knowledge. 

5126.  But,  however,  you  know  as  a  fact,  that  there  are  parishes  in  wbiell 
labourers  work  while  they  live  themselves  in  Steyning  ?— Yea. 

5127.  I  think  you  stated  that  the  rates  in  Steyning  are  higher  in  consequaoce 
of  their  acquiring  irremovability  there,  and  in  consequence  of  this  Act? — Not 
exactly  that ;  it  is  not  that  they  have  acquired  irremovabi^ty  in  consequence  of 
that  Act ;  but  for  so  long  a  time  has  Steyning  beeai  the  eentrc  to  which  tht 
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poor  of  the  parish ;  and   the  consequence  of  that  was  that  the  averages  are  so        — 

very  high  in  the  parish  of  Steyr.ing  as  to  cause  so  very  large  a  proportion  of  the      to  iulj  i860, 
charge  of  the  irremovable  poor  to  fall  upon  that  parish. 

5128.  Owing  to  the  system  that  is  adopted  in  some  of  these  close  parishes, 
your  liabilities  are  increased  from  two  sources,  one  from  the  increased  number  of 
settled  poor,  and  the  other  from  the  increased  amount  of  the  averages  when  you 
are  rated  for  the  common  fund? — Exactly  so. 

5129.  Mr.  Oreffory.l  How  far  have  these  labourers  to  go  to  tlieiiwwork  from 
String  f— Some  of  them  have  to  go  a  mile-and-a-half,  or  two  miles,  br  three 
miles. 

5130.  CkairwMn.']  Is  there  any  village  in  those  close  parishes? — It  caa 
hardly  be  called  a  village.  I  think  in  one  parish  there  are  six  or  seven  cottages 
only. 

5131.  Mr.  Dodson.^  Is  HenSeld  within  your  union? — Yes;  Henfield  suflfers 
equally  with  Steynlng. 

5132.  Henfield  is  a  large  village?—- Yes. 

5133-  With  a  purely  agricultural  population  ? — Yes. 

5134.  0tairman.]  Do  you  not  adopt  the  system  of  removing  paupers  when 
they  become  chargeable  in  Steyning? — I  do  not  know.  I  have  never  had  any- 
thing; to  do  with  the  practical  working  of  it. 

5135.  But  Steyning  is  not  a  very  large  parish? — No,  it  is  not  a  large  parish 
certainly.  Although  I  believe  I  am  acquainted  with  all  the  labouring  popula- 
t»>u,  I  am  not  cognizant  of  anything  of  the  kind  having  taken  place. 

5136.  Would  it  not  have  been  possible  for  the  parochial  authorities  in 
Steyning  to  have  pushed  the  poor  out  somewhere  else  ? — Hardly,  I  think,  with- 
out extreme  hardship  to  the  poor. 

5137.  Perhaps  the  disposition  of  property  precluded  it,  on  account  of  its 
being  held  by  a  great  number  of  small  freeholders,  or  something  of  that  kind  ?— 
There  has  been  a  great  number  of  cottages  built  in  Steyning,  and  there  is  a 

icarcity  of  cottage  accommodation  in  the  neighbouring  parishes;  the  poor  could  • 

hardly  be  pushed  out  without  being  pushed  to  such  a  distance  as  would  not  have 
suited  their  labour. 

5138.  Perhaps  building  cottages  in  Steyning  answers  ? — It  answers,  I  think, 
to  the  builders  of  the  cottages,  but  not  to  any  other  person  connected 
with  it. 

5139.  It  is  not  circumstanced  like  the  close  parishes,  where  a  few  persons 
determine  who  shall  have  cottages,  and  who  shall  not? — No. 

5140.  But  you  Tvould  find  it  difficult  to  get  rid  of  the  poor  of  Steyning, 
sopposingthem  to  accumulate? — Yes* 

5141 .  The  rates  becoming  high  are  oppressive  to  the  rate-payers  ?— Yes. 

5142.  Mr.  T)odson.'\  Who  are  the  owners  of  the  cottages  in  Steyning? — 
Tradesmen  and  small  proprietors  of  those  recently  built. 

5143.  Chairman.^  You  recommend  some  improvement  in  the  present  assess- 
ment, and  that  the  common  fund  should  be  levied  on  the  property  generally  of 
the  union  ;  what  effect  do  you  think  that  would  have  on  the  hal)its  of  the  poor ; 
tie  you  think  that  they  would  be  enabled  thereby  to  get  dwellings  in  some  of 
these  parishes  where  they  work,  or  at  least  that  there  would  no  longer  be  any 
motive  to  prevent  their  dfoing  so  ? — The  simple  adoption  of  the  alteration  which 
I  propose  wonhl  hardly  have  that  effect ;  because,  although  it  would  in  some 
measure  relieve  the  burthen  of  the  irremovable  poor,  it  would  not  do  away 
ynih,  the  charge  which  would  be  entailed  on  these  parishes  by  their  having  settled 
poor  of  their  own. 

5144.  You  think  the  motive  would  still  exist  with  those  proprietors  to  prevent 
the  labourers  living  in  the  parish  where  they  work  ?— I  think,  to  a  certain  extent, 
that  it  would. 

5145.  Can  they  not  always  prevent  their  getting  a  aetUement? — They  can  do 
that,  certainly ;  but  the  easiest  way  is  to  prevent  their  coming  to  live  there  at  all. 

5146.  Do  you  think  that  evil  is  increasing;  do  you  think  that  there  is  some- 
thing like  a  steady  progress  in  it,  at  Steyning? — I  am  constantly  seeing  more 
cottages  built,  and  as  soon  as  they  are  built  they  are  occupied ;  and^  therefore,  I 
cannot  but  f(^  that  the  ^rthen  is  likely  to  steadily  increase. 

5147.  Do  you  find  an  increase  of  population  coming  in  from  other  places,  or 
•do  you  mean  that  there  is  an  increase  ot  those  who  reside  in  the  neighbourhood 
-     0.95.  M  M  2  alone, 
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Jlev.  r.  Medland.  of  Steyning  ? — ^There  are  constantly  labourers  coming  in  from  neiglibouring 

parishes. 

10  July  1660.  5148.  There  are  no  particular  attractions  at  Steyning  which  lead  people  to 

come  there  ? — No,  I  think  not, 

5149.  There  is  no  business  at  Steyning? — There  is  a  fellmonger*s  business, 
which  occupies  a  few,  bi)t  nothing  to  any  very  great  fextent;  there  are  two 
breweries  also  which  employ  a  certain  number  of  labourers, 

5150.  You  recommend  some  change  of  the  present  Act  with  a  view  to  avert 
an  evil  which  is  increasing  in  your  neighbourhood  ? — I  recommend  a  change, 
not  so  much  with  a  view  of  averting  an  evil  as  to  put  the  thing  upon  a  fair 
basis ;  because,  at  present,  it  seems  to  me  that  parishes  situate  as  Steyning  is 

^bear  a  much  greater  proportion  of  the  burden  than  they  fairly  ought  to  do. 

5151.  The  only  suggestion  that  you  have  made  is  to  rate  the  property  of  the 
union  equally.  Would  you  object  to  irremovability  being  acquired  vnth  greater 
facility,  sUch  as  reducing  the  period,  and  allowing  the  pauper  to  live  in  the 
union  ;  or  to  acquire  irremovability  by  residence  in  the  union  instead  of  a 
particular  parish  ;  do  you  see  any  objection  to  that? — I  am  hardly  prepared  to 
answer,  because  that  is  a  question  which  I  have  never  considered.  It  would  be 
a  greater  kindness  to  the  poor,  but  how  far  it  would  affect  the  parishes  I  am  not 
prepared  to  say. 

5152.  Have  you  a  great  many  poor  iu  proportion  to  the  po[)ulation? — A  great 
many. 

5153.  How  do  you  account  for  that ;  is  there  any  want  of  agricultural  labour  ? 
— SoTiietiraes  there  is  a  want  of  agricultural  labour,  but  it  depends  so  entirely  upon 
the  season,  and  very  much  upon  the  price  of  wheat,  whether  the  farmers  gain 
a  good  profit,  and  so  feel  themselves  in  the  position  of  being  able  to  spend  more 
money  in  employing  labour. 

5154.  Upon  what  particular  point  did  you  wish  to  speak  ;  I  understand  you 
were  desirous  of  giving  evidence  to  this  Committee;  is  there  any  particular  in- 
formation which  you  can  g  ve  ? — I  cannot  say  that  I  was  desirous  of  giving 
evidence ;  I  rather  wished  that  some  one  else  had  done  so ;  but  the  point  1 
particularly  wished  to  have  brought  before  the  Committee  is,  the  very  unequal 
pressure  of  the  charges  for  the  irremovable  poor. 

.5155.  The  charges  on  the  union? — Yes. 

5156.  Mr.  Barrow.']  That  unequal  proportion  you  consider  to  arise  from  the 
circumstance  that  the  parishes  are  now  charged  according  to  the  proportion  of 
the  pauperism  they  have,  and  not  according  to  their  annual  value  ? — Exactly  so. 

5157.  You  state  that  that  proportion  of  the  cost  of  the  pauperism  presses 
more  heavily  upon  your  parish,  in  particular  from  their  having  been  a  greater 
number  of  settlements  in  your  parish  at  the  commencement  of  the  present  Poor 
Law,  than  in  other  parishes  in  proportion  to  the  acreage  value  of  the  parish  ? — 
Yes. 

5158.  Do  you  know  whether  the  settlements  in  the  close  parishes,  or  in  those 
parishes  which  are  worked  by  labourers  living  in  your  parish,  have  diminished* 
since  the  introduction  of  the  law,  20  years  ago  ? — I  do  not  know  that. 

5159.  You  do  not  know  whether  the  averages  have  diminished  or  increased 
in  the  course  of  the  last  20  or  25  years  ? — No ;  I  cannot  tell  at  all ;  but  the 
averages  are  very  low  indeed  ;  in  two  of  them  there  are  no  averages  at  all. 

5160.  Do  you  know  that  if  the  present  law  is  continued  those  two  parishes 
might  avail  themselves  of  any  amount  of  the  labo.ir  which  might  become  irre- 
movable in  their  parish  and  be  charged  to  the  union  fund,  to  which  they  would 
not  contribute  a  farthing  if  the  law  continued  in  its  present  state? — It  would,  I 
think,  have  that  effect. 

5161.  Chairman.']  You  know  nothing  of  the  working  of  the  Board  of  Guar- 
dians in  your  union  ? — I  have  never  made  it  my  business  to  inquire  particularly 
into  that. 

5162.  You  do  not  know  whether  the  guardians  attend  regularly  or  not  ? — I 
think  they  do ;  I  have  never  heard  of  any  complaint. 

5163.  There  is  no  difficulty  in  getting  a  full  attendance  ? — Not  that  I  am 
aware  of. 

5164.  Do  you  know  how  many  there  are  ? — No,  I  do  not. 

5165.  Mr.  Barrow.]  It  would  be  a  great  hardship,  in  your  opinion,  if  Stey- 
ning having  so  many  residing  in  it,  some  of  whom  belonged  to  it,  and  some  ao 
not,  if  all  toe  irremovable  poor  who  lived  in  Steyning  were  charged  to  Steyning 
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alone,  as  well  as  their  settled  poor,  if  the  cost  of  all  the  irremovable  poor  living    Rev.  T.  Medhnd. 

in  Steyning  were  charged  to  Steyning  alone,  instead  of  being  charged  to  the         

common  fund? — I  do  not  think  that  would  be  a  hardship;  I  do  not  think       lo  July  i860. 
Steyning  would  be  placed  in  a  worse  position. 

5166,  You  think  that  the  proportion  it  pays  to  the  cost  of  the  irremovable 
poor  is  less  than  the  proportion  of  the  cost  of  the  irremovable  poor  who  live 
in  it? — ^I  think  it  is  considerably  more.  I  have  a  statement  here  which  proves 
that,  by  comparing  the  two  districts,  district  No.  1,  which  includes  Hove  and 
the  sea-side  parishes,  paid  to  the  relief  of  the  irremovable  poor  in  the  half  year 
ending  March  1869,  270  /.  10^.  10  d. ;  district  No.  2,  which  consists  of  Steyning 
and  the  agricultural  parishes,  paid  95  l.  7  s.  7  d.  If  you  take  the  half  year 
ending  September  1859,  you  will  find  that  district  No.  1,  which  includes  the 
sea-side  parishes,  paid  254  /.  5  5,  10  d.  as  its  proportion  of  the  cost  of  the  relief 
of  the  irremovable  poor,  while  district  No.  2  paid  112  /.  6  5. 
.  5167.  What  proportion  did  that  bear  to  their  value  ? — I  can  only  say  that  by 
analysing  the  table. 

5168.  Will  the  statement  which  you  are  going  to  put  in  show  that? — This 
tabular  statement  will. 


[The  Witness  handed  in  the  Document^  which  is  as  follows:'] 
Stbyning  Unions,  for  the  Year  ending  Lady-day  1867. 


Names  of  PUrithes. 

Popula- 
tion in 

Coanty 

Rate 

Assess- 

Union 

Indoor 
and  Outdoor 

Total 
Poor  Rate 

Irremovable 

Poor 
and  Union 

1851. 

ment. 

Averages. 

Relief. 

Expenditure. 

Charges. 

£. 

£.    $.    d. 

£.    #.    d. 

£.   t.    d. 

Aldrmgton         - 

9 

1,935 

. 

-       -        • 

♦  44    8    - 

... 

•  County  Rate. 

Aflhartt     -        -        - 

441 

2,000 

148 

317    4    - 

353    6    - 

87    2    - 

Beeding     -        -        - 

585 

4,360 

241 

417  10    - 

482    6    - 

142    4    - 

Bramhed   -        -        - 

130 

860 

15 

29  10    - 

40  13    - 

8  10    6 

Botolphs    -        -       - 
Coombs     .        .        - 

35 

770 

7 

21    3    - 

29  19    - 

4    2    4 

72 

800 

16 

25    5    - 

38  14    - 

9     7    6 

Edbnrton  -        -        - 

289 

1,735 

109 

168  11    - 

200  11    - 

64    6    7 

Hangleton 

57 

795 

4 

3    2- 

19    3    - 

2    7    6 

Henfield    -        •        - 

1,664 

7,450 

579 

1,074    3    - 

1,197     1    - 

341     9    - 

Hote         .       .       - 

8,104 

49,060 

214 

464 

1^04  18    - 

187     7    9 

The  population  now 

exceeds  8,000. 
t  County  Rate  for  the 

KiDgston-bySea 

153 

2,000 

• 

1  10    - 

t  21    8    - 

.        •        - 

most  part. 

New  Shoreham  - 

2,690 

4,800 

235 

514    4    - 

639    1    - 

138  12    9 

The  population  is  now 
more  than  3,000. 

Old  Shoreham    - 

278 

2,850 

149 

221     1    - 

266    4    - 

87  17    3 

Patcham    -        -        - 

490 

6,975 

174 

261  13    - 

428    5    - 

103  15  10 

Portslade  -        -        - 

773 

4,190 

178 

248  11    - 

363    8    - 

104  18    6 

Pojnings  -        -        - 

261 

1,105 

48 

94    2    - 

121  11     - 

28    8    9 

.Pfoston      •        •        • 

906 

6,010 

90 

106  17    - 

279    6    - 

53    1    9 

Shermanbory     - 

458 

1.940 

115 

183  18    - 

231    3    - 

67  15    - 

SomptiDg  -        -        - 
Southwick 

559 

3,570 

229 

364  16    - 

427  17    - 

126    3    3 

1,190 

2,670 

153 

105  17    - 

300  12    - 

90    3    9 

Steyning   -        -        - 

1,464 

6,000 

666 

1,282  17    - 

1,461    3    - 

392  18    - 

West  Blatchington     - 

53 

695 

1 

-  16    - 

13    3    - 

-  11    6 

Woodmanoote    - 

326 

1.970 

123 

238    2    - 

273  13    - 

72  10    1 

16,878 

114,260 

3,498 

6,234  12    - 

8,446  17    - 

2,053  13    9 

5169.  Chairman.']  Is  Sir  Charles  Burrell  your  neighbouring  proprietor  ? — He  is; 
but  he  has  no  property  in  the  parish  of  Steyning. 

5170.  Mr.  Dodson.j  Who  is  the  chairman  of  your  Board? — Mr.  Rigden,  the 
guardian  of  Hove. 

Mr.  John  Frosty  called  in ;  and  Examined. 

5171.  CJmrman.]  WHAT  is  your  business? — I  am  Agent  or  Pass  Master  for 
the  county,  for  the  removal  of  Irish  paupers. 

5172.  The  county  of  Middlesex  ?— \es. 

5173.  Do  you  fill  that  oflBce  tor  any  other  county  ? — Surrey,  Kent,  and 
Middlesex. 

5174.  You  superintend  the  removal  of  Irish  from  England  to  Ireland  ?— Yes, 
of  Irish,  Scotch,  and  to  the  Isle  of  Man. 

5175.  Mr.  Beecroft]  In  fact,  for  the  metropolitan  counties? — ^Yes. 

0.95.  M  M  3  51 76*  Chairman.'] 
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Mr.  J.  Froa,     .    5176*  Chairman.']  Tliat  is  a  business  of  itself  which  occupies  you  r — Yes ;  there 

IB  not  any  person  wlio  is  an  agent  or  pass-master  but  myself:  there  was  formerly  a 

10  July  i860.      ^^"  E^J^^r,  who  has  retired  some  time. 

5177.  In  what  relation  do  you  stand  to  these  parishes;  have  yott  got  aa 
office,  or  do  they  communicate  with  you  when  there  are  any  paupers  to  be  sent 
to  Ireland  ?— I  have  a  depot  where  I  keep  them  ;  tliey  are  sent  to  me  ovetnigbt, 
or  two  or  three  days  before  they  are  exported. 

5178.  Where  is  your  dep6t? — 48,  High-street,  Wapping, 

5179.  Whenever  there  are  any  Irish  to  be  sent  to  Ireland,  is  tfcere  any  com- 
munication with  you? — Officers  bring  them  to  me* 

J 1 80.  To  this  dep6t  ?— Yes. 

5181.  Do  they  bring  a  warrant  with  them?— Yes. 

5183.  You  do  not  accept  them  without?— No. 

5183.  You  see  that  the  order  is  made  out  by  a  magistrate  ?— Yes. 

5184.  And  that  they  come  under  the  descriptioii  of  persons  you  contract  to 
remove  ? — Yes. 

5 1 85.  They  are  left  with  you  t— Yes. 

5186.  You  say  you  provide  for  them  in  some  way,  and  that  you  do  not  send 
them  oflf  immediately? — I  always  keep  them  one  night,  sometimes  two,  and 
sometimes  three ;  it  depends  on  the  convenience  of  the  officers  bringing  them  in. 
I  send  them  on  Wednesdays,  Thursdays,  or  Fridays ;  and  if  they  are  going  to 
Scotland,  sometimes  on  other  days. 

5187.  What  conx'cnience  have  you  for  sending  them  on  regular  days;  are 
there  ships  that  go  regularly? — There  are  regular  Cork  steamers*  and  also 
Dublin,  Limerick,  and  Belfast. 

5188.  Do  those  steamers  leave  regularly  at  stated  hours?— Not  always;  the 
Cork  and  Dublin  steamers  varyi  and  sometimes  the  Limerick  and  Belfast ;  I 
sometimes  keep  them  a  week. 

5189.  You  look  at  the  warrant,  to  see  what  port  they  are  destined  to? — I  am 
very  careful  about  that. 

5190.  You  do  look  to  see? — Always. 

5191.  They  vary? — Yes;  sometimes  they  go  to  Cork,  and  sometimes  to 
Dublin,  Waterford,  Limerick,  or  Belfast.  1  always  send  to  Belfast;  sometimes 
I  send  them  forward  to  the  different  parishes^  according  to  circumstances. 

.5192.  Have  you  any  arrangement  with  these  vessels  to  take  paupers  to 
Irdand  ? — No ;  not  any  arrangement.  I  ship  them  in  the  usual  way  as  deck 
passengers;  but  frequently,  when  poor  people  are  ill,  and  aged  women  are 
afflicted,  and  sometimes  men  who  are  getting  into  years,  wish  to  get  home,  I  take 
a  bed  for  them,  and  put  them  under  cover,  so  as  to  make  them  Comfortable.  . 

5193.  When  thev  are  not  so  afflicted  you  generally  take  a  deck  passage  for 
them? — Yes,  for  ablebodied  men  and  women. 

5194.  You  have  not  any  contract  by  the  year,  or  any  particular  arrangement 
for  carrying  the  paupers  ? — ^There  is  not  any  contract,  but  there  formerly  was 
with  Mr.  Baker  and  the  magistrates  of  Middlesex,  which  has  expired. 

5195.  You  take  the  passage  regularly  as  if  it  were  the  case  of  any  ordinaiy 
passenger;  you  do  not  make  any  arrangement  with  them  beforehand  ?—NoC 
beforehand,  unless  I  want  a  bed  for  them. 

5196.  Colonel  Smyth.]  Because  they  pay  the  regular  (are  ?— I  pay  the  regular 
fere  for  such  cases. 

5197.  Mr.  Beecroft]  Do  you  pay  any  money  besides? — Frequently;  if  I 
have  got  to  send  them  20  or  30  miles,  I  always  give  them  somethings  to  help 
them  forward. 

51 98.  Chaimian.]  What  sort  of  a  berth  is  this  deck  passage  which  you  get  for 
them ;  is  there  any  covering  ? — ^There  is  a  sort  of  barrack  room  for  all  0?  theitt 
to  go  dovm  in  bad  weather,  such  as  soldiers  are  accommodated  with. 

5199.  Do  you  ever  see  that  this  arrangement  is  proper  before  they  start? — 
Always. 

5200.  Is  there  anybody  from  your  office  who  looks  to  that,  or  do  you  generally 
attend  yourself? — I  generally  see  them  on  board  nayself.  I  see  that  provisions 
are  provided  for  them.  I  frequently  go  myself,  when  there  is  any  particular 
case  I  go  myself,  but  sometimes  we  want  to  send  both  to  Dublin  and  Belfadt,  and 
of  course  I  cannot  go  to  both  places. 

5201 .  How  many  do  you  send  a  week  upon  an  average  ? — I  can  hardly  answer 
that ;  last  year  I  sent  483. 

51202.  Mr. 
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5202.  Mr.  Maguire.']  Do  you  keep  books? — ^I  keep  numbers.  Mr.  J. FroBt. 

5203.  Chairman.']  Do  you  say  that  last  year  you  sent  488  ?--Yes,  ■ 

5204.  What  du  yott  pay  for  the  passage  in  wieh  case  ? — 12^.  Qd.  whi\j  il6o« 

5205.  Twelve  filings  and  sixpenoe  for  each  pauper  ? — Yes. 

5206.  Does  not  that  vaiy  according  to  the  destination  ?— Some  I  pay  16^^. 
for. 

5207.  Do  you  make  imy  arrangement  with  the  captain,  or  do  you  see  that 
these  people  have  the  provisions  which  they  require  during  the  passage  ?— I 
always  provide  the  provisions  mywlf,  except  it  is  a  person  who  is  111^  and  then  I 
get  provisions  from  the  cabin,  b^use  he  sliall  have  it  better. 

5208.  Are  these  provisions  supplied  according  to  some  calculation  of  what 
would  be  required  ?— I  give  them  two  pounds  of  bread  per  day,  six  ounces  of 
cheese,  and  a  packet  of  coffee  and  sugar  to  last  the  voyage,  which  is  as  much  at 
any  gentleman  allows  his  servants,  where  they  are  on  board  wages. 

5309.  This  you  do  invariably  ?— This  I  alwajra  do. 

5210.  Do  you  give  them  any  money  to  supply  their  necessities  with  imme- 
diately on  landing  ? — If  they  are  going  beyond  Cork,  or  beyond  Dublin,  I  always 
make  it  a  point  of  giving  them  something ;  that  is,  if  they  have  any  distance 
to  go, 

5211.  Your  contract  with  the  parishes  is  only  to  take  them  to  a  seaport  r— 
That  is  the  contract. 

521 2«  What  is  your  inducement  for  giviuf^:  them  more;  why  do  you  %\r% 
them  money  in  hand  ? — When  I  see  the  people  want  it.  They  generally  want 
aomething  to  ^o  on  vrith,  after  leaving  the  steamer,  and  I  have  always  prevailed 
on  the  parishes  to  leave  it  to  my  discretion,  to  give  them  something  to  go  on. 

521 3.  You  do  not  find  that  the  parishes  abject  to  tlutt  ?-^Not  at  all. 

5214.  They  make  it  good?— They  always  pay  me. 

5215.  Have  you  any  agent  in  any  of  these  ports  ?— I  have  in  Cork,  a  very 
Qorrect  man,  who  always  sends  me  a  return  every  week. 

5216.  Do  the  parishes  stipulate  with  you  that  you  shall  have  somebody  to 
receive  these  paupers  when  they  land  ?-^No. 

521 7.  Why  do  you  do  it  then  ?— I  do  it  for  the  sake  of  my  own  character. 

5218.  What  do  you  direct  these  agents  to  do  with  respect  to  these  paupers; 
are  they  apprised  or  the  paupers  coming  ? — Always. 

5219.  Do  they  know  when  the  ships  arrive ?— They  meet  them,  take  them  to 
their  own  bouses,  give  them  a  lodging,  put  them  on  the  rail  or  eoach,  and  send 
them  away. 

5220.  I  suppose  several  paupers  land  at  the  same  time  ?— Perhaps  as  many  as 
20  land  at  (me  time. 

5221.  They  cannot  all  go  into  the  agenfs  house ?-^Yei. 

|222.  Is  it  part  of  your  directions  tliat  he  shall  find  them  a  night's  lodgii^? 
—Yes ;  I  invariably  give  them  a  night's  lodjjing.  If  they  have  only  got  a  mue 
to  go  out  of  Cork,  then  they  take  the  money  inatead  of  sleeping  there. 

5223.  You  find  them  the  means  of  providing  a  lodging  for  the  night? — Yes. 
If  they  are  going  to  Skibbereen,  Tipperary,  Bantry,  or  any  place  far  away,  I 
ajways  give. them  money^ 

5224.  You  state  that  with  great  confidence  ? — I  am  positive  of  that. 

5225.  Can  you  support  that  statement  by  calling  yoiir  ao^ent,  or  referring  to 
books  and  other  documents,  so  as  to  prove  that  you  do  take  the  course  which  you 
have  just  detailed  to  us  ? — I  am  certain  I  can. 

.  5226.  Are  you  aware  of  the  representations  which  have  been  made  in  Parliament 
particularly,  and  sometimes  out  of  it,  as  to  the  destitute  condition  in  which  paupers 
are  left,  in  consequence  of  the  mode  in  which  iheyare  deported  ? — 1  have  read  them 

5227.  Are  you  prepared  to  deny  the  truth  of  thoiae  statements? — I  am. 

5228.  You  seem  to  make  a  very  humane  provision  for  them  Have  you  heard 
of  any  cases  where  people  have  landed,  who  have  said  that  they  have  had  no 
food,  no  bread,  and  have  been  put  on  the  deck  without  any  adequate  covering; 
a»4,  in  fact,  have  been  in  such  a  state  when  they  landed  that  tbetr  lives  have 
been  despaired  of? — That  I  must  contradict. 

5229.  As  far  as  you  have  had  anything  to  do  with  the  conveyance  of  such 
paupers,  that  is  untrue  ?— It  is  untrue. 

5230.  Are  you  now  speaking  of  Cork  ? — I  am  speaking  of  Cork. 

5231.  Mr.  H.  Herbert.']   Do  you  include  all  ports  in  that  statement? — I  treat 
a95-  M  M  4  «  them 
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Mr.  J.  Frosf.  them  all  alike ;  I  have  only  one  agent  in  Cork,  and  he  is  the  only  agent  I  have* 
.........^       because  there  are  only  a  few  who  go  to  any  other  port. 

ioJttlyi86o.  5232.  Chairman.']  If  any  case  had  occurred  of  the  kind  which  I  have  just 

now  referred  to,  where  a  man  was  nearly  starved  from  not  having  been  provided 
with  food  before  he  started,  and  put  on  the  deck  without  any  covering,  so  that  he 
was  more  deadn;han  alive  when  he  landed,  should  you  have  known  it  ?— Yes. 

5233.  Would  your  agent  have  communicated  with  you  on  the  subject  ? — ^Yes, 
and  I  should  have  heard  of  it  from  the  captain. 

5234.  Have  you  any  account  with  your  agent  ? — I  always  send  him  a  post 
office  order  every  week  when  there  is  money  wanted. 

523.5.  Does  he  send  you  an  acknowledgment? — Always. 

5236.  Will  you  give  the  name  and  address  of  your  agent  ? — William  Fitz- 
gerald, 31  Lei  trim-street,  Cork. 

5237.  Colonel  SmytL]  What  business  does  he  follow  ? — A  general  dealer. 

5238.  Chairman.]  Has  he  been  there  four  years  ?— A  great  deal  longer  than 
that ;  he  has  been  a  pensioner  of  the  East  India  Company  for  16  years,  and  is 
a  very  respectable  man. 

5239.  Have  you  ever  had  any  communication  with  your  agent  as  to  these 
paupers  about  where  they  go  to,  and  what  is  their  condition  in  Cork  after  having 
been  landed? — Every  week. 

5240.  Do  you  collect  from  that  that  the  greater  number  remain  in  Cork,  or  do 
not  remain  there  ? — Some  remain  in  Cork  and  some  go  to  a  distance  of  30  or  40 
miles. 

5241.  I  understand  that  you  are  apprized  of  their  destination  in  the  warrant 
or  order  for  taking  them  ? — Always. 

5242.  Your  idea  is  to  send  them  to  the  seaport  nearest  the  place  where  they 
allege  that  they  were  bom? — It  is  according  as  the  warrant  specifies;  the  nearest 
port  to  their  destination. 

5243.  Your  agent  is  instructed  to  give  them  something  on  their  way? — He 
always  receives  my  instructions  every  week,  when  I  send  a  post  office  order 
lo  give  them  something  to  send  them  forward. 

5244.  Is  there  a  fixed  amount  or  any  sum  that  you  desire  him  to  give  any 
pauper  wishing  to  go  on  his  way  ? — It  depends  on  the  distance  that  they  are 
going.     I  sent  two  young  women  last  Saturday,  and  gave  them  10^.  each. 

5245.  After  they  were  landed? — ^Yes,  to  carry  them  on. 

5246.  Did  you  send  them  to  Dublin  ? — Yes,  I  sent  them  by  the  Dublin  boat 
last  Saturday. 

5247.  You  only  send  them  by  sea,  you  have  nothing  to  do  with  those  who  go 
by  rail  ? — Not  with  the  Middlesex  paupers ;  I  have  to  do  with  the  Surrey 
paupers  who  go  four  months  in  the  year  by  rail  to  Bristol. 

5248.  You  send  them  to  Bristol  by  rail,  to  go  to  Cork  ? — ^Yes,  in  November, 
December,  January  and  February.  That  v^as  an  arrangement  made  by  the 
magistrates  of  Surrey,  because  they  did  not  like  the  poor  people  to  be  so  long  on 
deck  in  winter  ;  they  asked  my  opinion  on  the  point,  and  I  said  let  them  go  by- 
rail  to  Bristol  four  months  in  the  year,  and  that  was  granted. 

5249.  How  long  ago  was  that  arrangement  made? — It  has  been  made  these 
eight  years. 

52.50.  That  is  purely  out  of  consideration  to  the  paupers  ? — Yes. 

5251 .  Is  there  not  additional  expense  caused  by  sending  them  by  rail  instead  of 
by  the  boat? — Yes. 

5252.  Is  there  any  such  arrangement  with  respect  to  those  who  go  from 
Middlesex  ?— For  the  last  16  years  they  have  all  gone  the  same  way  that  they  do 
now. 

5253.  Have  you  ever  heard  of  any  fatal  case  occurring  in  consequence  of 
their  being  removed  ;  do  you  take  any  notice  of  whether  they  are  ill  or  not  when 
they  come  to  you  ? — If  they  come  to  me  ill,  I  will  not  send  them  without  having 
a  certificate. 

5254.  Do  you  ask  for  a  certificate  when  they  come? — If  they  are  ill,  they 
always  bring  it  to  me ;  and  if  they  do  not,  I  get  one  from  my  own  doctor. 

.5255.  The  certificate  i?,  that  they  are  well? — ^The  certificate  is,  that  they  are 
able  to  go  the  voyage  by  having  some  little  extra  stimulants,  and  so  on. 

5256.  Do  you  ever  have  any  doubt  about  the  correctness  of  the  certificate? 

5257.  Whenever 
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5257.  Whenever  you  get  a  certificate,  you  put  them  on  board:— Yes;  they       ^r.  J.Frost. 

go  without  any  hesitation.     Mostly,  the  people  who  are  ill  want  to  go  home,  as 

they  say,  to  die ;  they  do  not  like  to  stop  in  England  ;  that  is  their  usual  way  of      »o  Jul^  i860, 
speaking. 

5258.  That  is  not  the  case  with  those  who  are  not  ill  or  old  ? — They  generally 
go  pretty  comfortable.  I  do  not  take  one  out  of  100  who  will  not  go  when  they 
come  to  me. 

5259.  Do  you  know  the  case  of  a  woman  named  Carter,  who  was  deported  in 
the  beginning  of  the  year  r — Mary  Carter  was  sent  away  by  me  on  the  1st  of 
February  1860,  with  plenty  of  provisions ;  and  when  in  Cork  she  had  her  bed 
and  her  breakfast,  and  was  put  on  the  Tipperary  train,  her  fare  being  paid  to 
Tipperary. 

5260.  You  can  prove  that? — Yes  ;  I  jjave  her  5  s. 

5261 .  When  did  you  give  her  6  jr.;  was  it  before  she  started  from  London  ? — No ; 
we  never  let  them  have  it  until  they  get  on  to  the  train,  because  they  would 
spend  it. 

5262.  Did  you  see  her  on  board  ? — Tf  I  did  not  my  agent  did,  because  I 
might  have  been  at  Liverpool  or  elsewhere,  and  particularly  that  month.  I  have 
got  the  clerk's  signature  that  she  was  put  on  board  and  her  passage  paid  ;  and 
I  have  got  a  letter  from  my  agent  in  Cork  stating  that  he  sent  her  on  her  way. 

5263.  Do  you  know  if  any  particular  notice  was  taken  of  her  before  her  case 
was  brought  before  Parliament? — I  heard  nothing  of  it  but  what  I  have  seen  in 
the  newspaper. 

5264.  Had  she  the  appearance  of  being  very  ill  ? — Being  so  long  ago  I 
cannot  exactly  recollect,  but  I  should  not  have  sent  her  unless  she  had  been 
able  10  go. 

5265.  She  did  not  make  a  statement  at  your  office  to  the  effect  that  she  was 
going  unwillingly,  and  that  in  fact  she  was  unable  to  go  ? — Not  that  I  recollect ; 
if  there  had  been  anything  particular  said  I  should  have  made  a  minute  of  it. 

5266.  Is  it  by  subsequent  inquiry  that  you  learned  from  your  agent  in  Cork 
that  he  actually  gave  her  6  s.  in  Cork  and  paid  her  fare  by  the  Tipperary  train  ? 
— I  have  proof  of  that ;  I  can  produce  the  paper. 

5267.  Mr.  Maguire.!  What  paper? — His  receipt;  and  I  can  also  produce  the 
clerk's  signature  as  to  the  passage  being  paid. 

5268.  Chairman.]  Did  you  happen  to  see  her  deposition  with  respect  to  her 
treatment  at  Cork? — No,  I  did  not. 

5269.  If  she  stated  that  she  was  shut  up  24  hours  in  a  place  without  fire,  or 
enough  food  to  support  life,  would  that  be  true  ? — I  could  contradict  that. 

5270.  You  have  not  seen  that  statement  with  respect  to  her  treatment  in 
Cork,  in  which  she  alleges  that  she  was  shut  up  without  fire  in  a  bad  state  of 
health,  and  without  enough  to  support  life  r — I  have  not  seen  that  statement, 
and  I  do  not  believe  it  is  true.  I  think  I  may  say  it  is  not  true,  because  a  more 
humane  man  living  there  is  not  than  my  agent.  She  gets  into  Cork  about  four 
o'clock  in  the  afternoon,  or  perhaps  five,  and  she  is  off  next  morning. 

5271.  Is  your  agent  called  the  passmaster  at  Cork  ? — No. 

5272.  Is  there  such  a  person  as  a  passmaster  at  Cork  ? — I  do  not  know. 

5273.  Mr.  Magvire.l  Why  do  you  take  on  yourself  to  say  that  she,  or  any 
other  person,  arrives  in  Cork  at  four  or  five  o'clock  in  the  afternoon ;  does  it  not 
depend  also  upon  the  weather,  the  wind,  and  the  speed  of  the  vessel  ? — ^The 
speed  of  the  vessel  has  something  to  do  with  it ;  but  when  they  get  to  Passage 
they  cannot  go  up  the  river  sometimes. 

5274.  Could  they  not  get  up  the  river  in  high  tides? — ^Yes;  but  they  do  not 
always  reach  there  when  the  tide  is  high ;  sometimes  they  get  there  at  eight 
o'clock  in  the  morning. 

5275.  Does  the  tide  always  answer  at  four  or  five  o'clock  in  the  afternoon  ? — 
No. 

5276.  Do  you  not  know  that  the  vessel  comes  in  sometimes  in  the  night  and 
early  in  the  morning  ? — ^That  depends  on  the  tide.  I  have  been  into  Cork  all 
hours. 

5277.  Then  why  do  you  say  that  they  always  arrive  at  four  or  five  o'clock  in 
the  afternoon  ? — That  is  the  time  when  we  generally  expect  they  will  come.  I 
have  got  an  instance  where  they  did  not  get  to  Passage  until  eight  o'clock  in 
the  morning,  and  they  did  not  arrive  at  Cork  quay  until  four  or  five  o'clock. 
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Mr.  J.  Froii.  It  is  only  about  six'miles  from  Pass^^e  to  Cork  quay,  but  they  could  not  get  lu 
on  account  of  the  stare  of  the  tide  ;  they  had  to  be  moored. 

10  July  i860.  527^.  Chairman.']  The  usual  time  for  coming  in  is  about  five  o'clock  in  the 

afternoon  r — Yes.  Last  Sunday  week  the  steamer  got  to  Passage  at  eigiit 
o'clock  in  the  morning  and  arrived  at  Cork  at  four  in  the  afternoon* 

5279.  Mr.  Mdguve,]  Do  ^ou  mean  to  ^ay  that  the  vessel  always  arrives  w 
Cork  at  four  or  five  o'clock  in  the  afternoon  ?  —Not  always. 

5280.  A%  a  general  rule,  does  fthe  ?— I  have  gone  up  myself  at  six  o'clock 
in  the  morning, 

5281.  Is  your  belief  founded  on  anything  reasonable? — The  boats  cannot 
always  get  up  at  one  time, 

J28j.  It  is  when  the  tide  is  tow  that  the  vessel  stops  at  Passage? — Yes. 

5283.  Does  not  the  tide  answer  at  various  hours  on  different  days  when  the 
vessel  arrives  ? — It  v^  not  two  weeks  the  same. 

5284.  Therefore,  the  vessel  does  not  always  arrive  at  four  or  fi^ve  o'clock  ? 
— Not  always. 

52S5.  Chairman.}  Does  your  agent  at  Cork  keep  accounts  at  Cork,  so  that  he 
could  refer  to  the  ease  of  Mary  Carter,  and  send  us  the  particulars  of  it  ?-^I 
have  no  doubt  he  ha3  got  my  letter. 

5286.  I  presume  he  makes  an  entry  of  all  the  paupers  who  arrive? — He  does 
not  make  any  entry,  I  merely  send  him  a  list  of  so  many  persons  jjoing,  some 
to  Tipperary,  som^  to  Bandon,  and  some  to  one  place  and  s(Hne  to  another  place* 
He  always  sends  me  back  a  receipt  for  the  money  I  send  him. 

.0287.  Have  you  got  a  receipt  in  that  case? — Yes,  that  is,  I  think  I  have*  I 
have  got  a  memorandum  of  the  clerk  and  I  have  got  the  shipping  list.  He  onlj 
sends  me  a  short  letter ;  I  think  I  have  got  it,  and  I  shall  be  most  happy  to 
supply  the  Cgmmittee  with  it^ 

5288.  You  mentioned  the  Tipperary  train,  as  if  you  liad  been  informed  that 
that  was  the  train  by  which  he  had  sent  them  ? — I  have  got  his  handwriting  ds 
to  that. 

5289.  Mr.  Gregory.']  Have  you  commujwcated  with  him  since  that  case  wis 
mentioned  in  the  House  of  Commons  ? — No,  I  did  not  trouble  myself  about 
it,  1  only  read  of  it^  I  send  every  week  to  him,  and  I  always  have  an 
answer. 

5290.  You  had  no  specific  communication  with  him  upon  the  subject  of  Mary 
Carter  ? — Not  at  all. 

5291.  Mr.  H.  Herbert.]  I  think  I  understood  you  to  state  that  there  waa  a 
barrack-room  in  the  vessel  to  which  these  people  could  go  in  bad  weather  t— If 
they  thougl)t  proper. 

5202.  Can  you  state  from  your  own  knowledge  that  there  is  a  place  under 
shelter  for  deck  jjassengers  ?---0f  course  there  is  no  rule  without  an  exceptioii, 
and  this  is  the  exception ;  that  sometimes  the  vessel  is  very  full,  bat  they  always 
endeavour  to  make  room  for  them. 

5293.  Supposing  the  vessel  has  a  full  cargo,  is  not  that  the  place  whicb  is 
used  to  stow  away  the  cargo  : — ^llien  they  would  place  an  awning  over  for  the 
people  on  deck. 

.5294.  Then  the  ))Iace  which  you  described  as  being  the  same  as  a  bavrack- 
room,  and  a^  good  as  soldierss  had«  is  part  o£  the  space  that  whea  there  is  a  full 
qargH)  would  be  used  to  fiU  with  (»rgo  r — ^No ;  that  they  never  do,.  I  have  kooiwm 
v^sels  that  have  not  had  a  cargo ;  all  vessels  are  not  alike. 

5295.  I  only  wish  to  know  if  you  can  state,  from,  your  own  knowliedge^  that 
there  is  really  and  bond  Jide  a  space  reserved  where  what  are  called  dedc  pas^ 
sengers  caa  ret^^eat  for  shelter,  if  necessary  ;  is  that  the  case  ?— That  is  the-  ^aee ; 
there  is  a  plaqe  set  apart  for  them  in  all  ve^els.  Some  vessels  have  got  a  good 
barrack-room,  while  others  have  only  got  horse-stalls;  but  some  hatvea&isa^ 
castle*. 

5296.  At  all  events,  there  is  some  place  where  they  can  retreat  for  shelter  If 
they  require  U?— Yes* 

5297.  Mr.  Gregory.]  Have  you  never  had  an  instance  where  any  of  these 
deported  paupers  have  been  exposed  to  the  inclemency  of  the  weather  ? — I  do  not 
think  they  have  been  quite  without  shelter  ;  there  may  have  been  a  casei  but, 
generally  speaking,  the  captain  provides  a  shelter  for  them. 

5298.  Mr.  H.  Herbert]  How  can  there  be  a  place  if  there  is  no  special  pafft 
of  the  vessel  reserved  for  them?— There  is  a  place  in  the  ordinary  passeog<9r 
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Vessefe,  but  sometimfis  a  vessel  comes  up  which  is  not  calculated  to  carry  pas-       Mt.  X  Frost. 
sengers,  when  the  paSBenger  vessels  have  met  with  an  accident.  — 

5agg.  Then  there  may  be  occasions  when  there  is  no  shelter  at  all   for  pas-      i^S' July  i860, 
sengers  who  may  be  on  deck  ?— I  can  show  you  a  case  where  they  had  an  dwninff 
pot  up.  "^  ^ 

5^00.  Chairmati.]  yhere  is  no  part  of  the  vessel  specially  appropriated  to 
paupers,  as  distinguished  from  other  deck  passengers?- -No;  you  would  not 
know  that  rhey  were  paupers. 

5501.  There  is  no  distinction  of  that  sort?— Not  at  all. 

5302.  A  person  cannot  say  that  he  sees  in  one  corner  of  the  vessel  a  mass  of 
ipiaery  and  wretchedness,  and  that  be  knows  ihey  are  English  paupers  arrivino- 
m  Cork  ?— There  is  no  part  of  the  vessel  set  apart'for  them  ;  you  cannot  tell  tl^ 
deck  passengers  from  paupers. 

5303.  Mr.  Maguire.']  Is  it  a  fact  that  you  always  take  a  bed  for  them  ?— In 
Cork ;  not  on  board. 

5304.  Not  on  board  the  ship  ?— No. 

5305*  Chairman.']  Where  you  think  that  any  pauper  is  ill,  you  have  stated 
that  you  m»ke  goAe  fecial  provisiou  for  them  ? — 1  get  them  a  bed, 

5306.  Mr,  Maguire.]  Do  you  consider  a  woman  very  near  her  confinement  to 
come  withm  the  class  <rf  Mck  paupers? — ^If  she  has  not  been  confined,  I  always 
find  her  a  bed. 

5307.  You  are  positive  of  that? — I  am  positive  of  that. 

•  S30S4  Mr.  BieeroflA  On  board  the  vessel  ? — Yes ;  I  pay  the  mate  or  the 
carpenter  to  allow  her  to  have  a  bed  on  board ;  they  would  not  take  her  in  the 
cabin,  of  course. 

53lOp.  Mr.  Magmre.']  Have  you  ever  sent  a  woman  very  near  her  confinement 
on  board  a  vessel  going  to  Cork  ?  —Yes. 

5310.  Do  you  know  of  a  case  that  occurred  about  five  years  since,  where  a 
woma(»  was  delivered  in  a  car,  when  siie  was  taken  out  of  the  vessel  by  a 
constable,  on  her  way  to  the  workhouse?— That  was  not  my  case. 

531  f .  You  are  not  the  pass-master  there? — It  did  not  come  under  my  notice. 

531 2.  Do  you  know  of  that  case  ?— I  never  heard  of  that  case, 

5313    Did  you  never  hear  that  one  of  the  city  of  Cork  constables  gave  evidence 

ta  that  effect,  before  the  Committee  which  sat  in  1864? — I  do  not  recollect  that. 

,  53:1 4-  He  stated  that  he  was  removing  a  woman  to  the  Cork  workhouse,  and 

that  she  was  delivered  of  a  child  in  a  vehicle  ? — It  is  not  my  case ;  I  never  heard 

of  ft. 

53^5*  Do  you  remove  equally  in  the  winter  as  in  the  summer? — Just  the 
siOK ;  there  is  no  difference. 

5316.  It  makes  no  difference  to  you  what  the  state  of  the  weather  may  be? — 
No>;  they  always  go. 

•  5317.  If  yon  get  an  order  for  the  removal  of  10  or  20  paupers,  you  always 
remove  them  provided  the  vessel  sails  ? — Yes. 

•  5318.  You  do  not  care  what  the  state  of  the  weather  is  ? — I  cannot  help  it  ; 
I  do  care,  but  I  cannot  help  it. 

5319.  You  feel  very  strongly  about  it^  but  you  must  do  your  duty? — 
Yesj^ldo. 

5320.  No  matter  what  condition  the  weather  may  be  in,  you  are  obliged  to 
dttwrifmrge  your  duty  and  send  the  paupers  ?— When  the  weather  is  very  bad  they 
aM  humane,  and  (hey  generally  give  them  a  little  shelter. 

5321.  If  you  have  reeeived  an  order  for  the  removal  of  one  or  20  paupers, 
you  remove  that  one  pauper,  or  those  20  paupers  no  matter  what  the  state  of  the 
WMther  may  be  ? — I  do  not  wait  for  the  weather  at  all. 

5322.  Chairman.']  Have  you  ever  known  a  case  where  paupers  have  been 
sent  and  nobody  else  wonld  go?— Never  ;  I  have  gone  myself  when  I  have  been 
thrown  about  the  deck  for  three  or  four  days. 

53^3.  Mr.  Beecro/t]  Are  vessels  ever  detained  in  port  in  consequence  of 
sttes9  of  weather  ?— Yes ;  but  not  in  London. 

5324.  Are  they  not  detained  in  the  river? — Not  in  the  river;  I  have  myself 
put  in  at  Dartmouth  when  it  was  bad  weather.     We  always  call  at  Plymouth. 

532'5.  Do  you  mean  to  say  when  a  vessel  is  going  down  the  Thames,  and  very 
bad  weather  comes  on,  that  the  vessel  would  still  go  on   to  sea  ? — I  have  never 
kn>ow*n  her  anchor^ 
^:^.  V  V  2  5326*  Mr. 
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Mr.  J.  Frod.         5326.  Mr.  Maguire.']  You  always  knew  that  the  vessel  went  to  sea  no  matter 

what  the  weather  was  ? — You  can  always  go  to  sea  from  London. 

lo  July  i860.  5327.  They  always  sent  the  paupers,  and  never  waited  for  fine  weather  ? — I 

put  them  on  board  at  eight  o'clock  in  the  morning,  and  then  they  are  oflf. 

5328.  Will  you  take  on  yourself  to  say  that  no  person  who  is  nqt  a  pauper 
ever  refuses  to  go  in  the  vessel  on  account  of  bad  weather?— I  never  knew  of  a 
case. 

5329.  You  never  knew  of  persons  who  changed  their  mind,  and  gave  up  their 
intention  of  going  in  consequence  of  the  weather  r— J  never  knew  a  person  in 
London,  who  stopped  on  account  of  the  weather. 

5330.  Mr.  H.  Herbert.']  You  stated  just  now  that  they  are  generally  humane^ 
and  gave  them  a  little  shelter,  and  what  do  you  mean  by  that  if  there  is  a  place 
set  apart  for  them  ? — ^That  may  be  a  misunderstanding  of  mine;  there  always  is 
a  shelter  for  them. 

533 '•  You  stated  that  deck  passengers  habitually  had  a  place  of  shelter  to  go 
to  in  bad  weather;  what  did  you  mean  when  you  staled  that  they  were  generally 
humane,  and  gave  them  a  little  shelter? — Perhaps  you  will  erase  that,  and  say 
that  they  are  always  humane  ;  there  is  always  the  barrack  room  to  go  to,  or  the 
hold,  which  is  called  amidships. 

5332.  ChairmanJ]  What  I  understood  you  to  say  was,  that  when  the  weather 
was  extremely  bad  they   showed  them  some  extraordinary  consideration  ? — Yes. 

5333.  Mr.  Maguire.]  At  the  same  time  you  cannot  show  them  any  consider- 
ation consistently  with  your  duty;  you  send  them? — I  send  them, and  I  go 
myself. 

5334.  Do  you  not  send  the  largest  number  of  paupers  to  Cork  } — Yes. 

5335.  Cork  is  the  longest  voyage  ? — No;  Limerick  is  further,  and  Dublin  is 
further. 

5336.  Is  Cork  a  long  voyage  ? — It  is  a  long  voyage. 

5337.  How  many  days  does  it  take  ? — Four  days  and  three  nights  upon  the 
average. 

5338.  Is  it  not  frequently  four  days  and  four  nights? — It  is  sometimes  four 
nights  and  three  days ;  that  is  a  general  average,  but  I  have  known  it  to  be  as 
long  as  six  days. 

5339.  Do  }0u  jio  on  board  the  steamer  to  see  whether  there  is  sufficient 
accommodation  for  these  paupers  before  you  send  them  ? — I,  or  my  young  man, 
always  go. 

5340.  If  there  was  not  sufficient  accommodation  would  you  send  them  ?— 
There  always  is. 

5341.  That  is  not  the  question  ;  what  I  ask  you  is,  if  there  was  not  sufficient 
accommodation,  would  you  send  them  ? — ^There  always  is. 

5342.  If  the  ship  was  full  of  cargo,  and  this  barrack-room  was  occupied  by- 
cargo,  would  you  send  the  paupers  in  that  ship  ? — ^The  barrack-room  is  never 
occupied  by  cargo. 

5343*  Where  is  this  barrack-room  ;  what  is  it  ? — It  is  in  front,  forward,  under 
the  bowsprit. 

5344.  Is  it  under  the  forecastle  ? — You  can  go  down  uuder  cover. 

5345.  Is  not  that  the  part  of  the  vessel  belonging  to  the  sailors? — They  have 
got  apartments  in  it ;  they  have  got  their  own  rooms. 

5346.  Are  you  positive  that  place  is  always  available  for  deck  passengers? — 
I  have  asked  the  captains  several  times,  and  they  always  say  they  can  have  it ; 
many  of  the  paupers  will  not  go  down,  unless  it  is  very  bad  weather. 

5347.  But  you  say  they  can  have  it  ?— Yes,  in  bad  weather. 

5348.  Are  you  positive  that  place  is  always  available  for  them  r — Yes ;  or  the 
midships. 

5349.  Is  not  the  midships  a  place  generally  filled  with  cargo  ? — Yes ;  but 
there  is  not  much  cargo  sometimes. 

.5350.  Is  it  not  the  case  that  the  steamers  that  leave  London  for  Cork  are  very 
full  oiF  cargo  ?— Not  always;  they  are  full,  but  they  are  never  so  full  that  they 
cannot  take  200  passengers. 

5351.  Have  you  got  that  from  your  own  knowledge  r —Yes. 

5-^52.  Can  you  state,  from  your  own  knowledge,  that  the  place  amidships  is 
always  available  for  passengers  ? — I  have  never  known  one  refused. 

5353-  Can  you  state,  from  your  own  knowledge,  that  there  is  sufficient 
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accommodation  amidships  for  the  paupers,  inasmuch  as  that  is  not  filled  with      Wr.  J.  Frost. 
cargo  ? — There  is  always  plenty  of  room  for  them.  

5354.  If  that  part  of  the  ship  were  filled  with  cargo,  would  there  be  room  ? —     *^  ^^^y  *^^» 
They  would  make  room  for  them. 

5,355.  If  that  part  of  the  ship  were  crammed  with  cargo,  would  there  be 
room  amidships  for  the  paupers? — Certainly  there  would  not, 

5356-7.  Have  you  ever  known  a  case  where  that  place  amidships  was  filled 
widi  cargo  ? — I  have. 

5358.  Is  it  not  almost  invariably  the  rule,  that  the  steamers  which  ply  from 
London  to  Cork  are  always  full  ? — ^Very  seldom. 

5359.  Do  you  mean  that  they  are  very  seldom  full  ? — They  are  very  seldom 
so  full,  but  that  there  is  room  for  200  passengers. 

5360.  Do  you  mean  on  the  top  of  the  cargo  ? — No  :  but  in  the  barrack- 
room. 

5361.  Is  not  the  amidships  the  place  for  the  cargo  ? — Certainly. 

5362.  Do  you  mean  to  tell  the  Committee  that,  that  place  has  always  sufficient 
accommodation  for  200  paupers,  or  any  number  of  paupers  ?— Not  always ;  that 
is  impossible. 

5363.  Do  you  keep  books? — I  keep  the  numbers. 

5364.  Have  you  your  books  here? — No,  I  have  not:  I  was  not  prepared  to 
give  evidence  upon  every  point.     I  was  only  sent  for  a  short  time  ago  i  and  I  did  ^ 
not  know  what  I  was  going  to  be  examined  upon.  ^ 

5365.  Just  describe  to  the  Committee  the  manner  in  which  you  enter  the  case 
of  each  pauper ;  do  you  give  the  name  ? — 1  first  put  the  date,  then  the  number, 
then  the  name,  then  from  what  parish  they  come ;  and  then  what  place  they  are 
sent  to. 

5o^^'  Is  that  the  memorandum  you  put  on  every  order? — Yes. 

5367.  Have  you  another  column  for  the  amount  of  money  that  you  give  to 
them  ? — No. 

5368.  Why  do  you  not  keep  that  ? — I  never  do. 

5369.  Why  not? — I  have  no  occasion  for  it ;  I  never  put  down  the  amount  of 
money. 

5370.  Assuming  that  everything  you  do  is  perfectly  right,  that  may  be  all 
very  good ;  but  suppose  for  a  moment  that  persons  in  your  situation  do  not  do 
right,  what  evidence  would  there  be  either  for  him  or  against  him  ;  do  you  think     , 
that  that  is  a  right  way  to  keep  books  ? — That  is  the  way  Mr.  Baker  always  kept 
them,  long  before  I  did. 

5371.  Is  it  not  a  very  important  thing  to  know  how  much  money  you  have 
given  to  each  pauper  ? — ^Yes. 

5372.  And  how  much  money  of  the  parish  you  have  disbursed  ? — I  have  never 
done  it. 

5373«  Suppose  the  Committee  were  to  send  for  your  books,  there  is  nothing 
except  your  own  statement  as  to  how  much  money  you  gave ;  is  not  that  the 
fact?— Yes. 

5374.  Therefore  we  must  rely  upon  your  word  as  to  the  10^.  which  you  state 
you  gave  to  two  young  women  last  Saturday ;  is  not  that  so  ? — ^Yes  ;  I  hope 
you  can. 

5375*  Is  it  not  the  fact,  that  we  must  rely  entirely  upon  your  word,  and  that 
we  have  no  other  evidence  than  your  word  as  to  the  amount  of  the  sum  which 
you  distribute  in  each  case  ? — I  am  sure  you  cannot  dispute  my  word  about  that 
sovereign. 

5376.  Chairman.']  If  you  had  made  an  entry  in  your  book  yourself,  should  we 
have  anything  to  rely  on  about  your  having  made  a  correct  entry,  except  your 
word  ;  is  it  not  the  same  thing  whether  you  make  an  entry  or  whether  you  state 
it?— Yes. 

5377.  Mr.  Maguire]  In  this  case  we  are  obliged  to  rely  on  your  memory, 
which  may  be  fallible  ? — Yes. 

5378.  If  you  had  made  a  record  of  it,  it  would  have  assisted  your  memory  ; 
if  a  pauper  is  to  be  removed  to  Skibbereen,  Tipperary,  or  Bantry,  what  amount 
of  money  would  you  give  in  such  a  case;  what  provision  would  you  make  for  a 
pauper  going  to  Skibbereen ? — Six  shillings  and  sixpence  or  7  s. 

5379.  To  Skibbereen? — Yes. 

,  5380.  Is  that  after  paying  the  fare  of  the  pauper  ? — We  give  them  a  night's 
0.95.  N  N  3  lodging 
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Mr.  J.  Ffoit.      lodging,  put  them  on  the  train  as  far  as  Bantry  or  Bandon,  and  then  they  go  on 

. by  coach. 

lo  July  i860.         5381.  Would  you  give  them  7  $.  besides  the  coach  fare?— We  give  them  that 
to  pay  their  coach  fare ;  we  book  them  in  Cork. 

5383.  Are  you  positive  that  if  a  pauper  is  removed  to  Skibbereen  that  your 
agent  in  Cork  gives  that  person  7  s.  ? — I  never  heard  to  the  contrary  ;  I  believe 
he  does  ;  he  always  sends  me  an  account  that  he  has  done  it. 

aZ^Z'  "Oocs  he  send  you  a  detailed  account  of  the  amount  of  money  he  gives 
in  each  case  ? — Yes. 

5384.  Have  you  that  entered  in  a  book? — I  have  only  his  letter  for  it. 

5385.  Mr.  Beecroft.']  Have  you  that  receipt? — His  letter  is  his  receipt.  I 
send  a  Post-office  order,  and  he  returns  me  word  that  he  has  received  it. 

5386.  Mr.  MagtdreJ]  You  must  not  always  rely  on  his  word  that  it  has  been 
given  to  the  pauper? — I  must  rely  on  his  word, 

5387.  If  a  declaration  were  to  be  made  in  Cork  that  a  man  or  woman  never 
received  any  money  from  your  agent  in  Cork,  any  statement  of  that  kind  must 
be  false ;  is  that  what  you  mean  to  say  ?- — I  hardly  understand  your  question. 

5388.  If  before  the  magistrates  in  Cork,  or  the  Board  of  Guardiaos,  a  pauper 
who  has  been  removed  says  that  he  or  she  has  got  no  money  from  your  agent 
in  Cork,  would  that  be  false  ? — My  agent  would  not  tell  a  falsehood,  I  am  sure. 

53  89.  Of  course  then  the  pauper  would  tell  a  lie? — ^That  is  very  likely;  I 
know  so  much  of  it. 

5390.  Are  you  certain  that  in  such  a  case  that  the  pauper  would  lie,  and  not 
your  representative?— I  do  not  think  my  representative  would. 

5391.  Then  in  every  case  in  which  the  pauper  has  represented  what  I  have 
stated,  namely,  that  he  or  she  has  got  no  money,  the. lie  must  be  upon  his  or  her 
part? — When  I  send  her  money  he  always  gives  it  to  her,  I  believe. 

5392.  Has  your  agent  ever  been  brought  up  before  the  magistrates  afCork? 
— He  has  been  before  them  many  times  to  give  an  account  of  it,  when  the 
paupers  have  complained  to  the  magistrates  that  they  have  not  had  any  money 
given  to  them. 

5393.  Has  he  not  always  been  rebuked  by  the  magistrates  ? — He  has  always 
been  treated  with  great  respect  by  them,  and  they  have  always  expressed  great 
admiration  of  the  manner  in  which  he  discharges  his  duty.  I  have  never  heard 
anything  to  the  contrary. 

5394.  You  send  a  sick  person  without  going  over  with  them  yourself? — I 
should  send  him  if  he  had  a  certificate  that  he  was  able  to  go. 

5395^  You  said  you  ordered  them  some  little  stimulants,  and  should  send 
them  if  they  were  able  to  go  through  the  voyage  without  loss  of  life ;  I  sup|>ose 
you  would  send  them  provided  you  had  a  medical  certificate  that  they  could  be 
sent  over  to  Cork  without  actual  loss  of  life  ? — If  I  had  a  certificate  from  a 
doctor  that  a  pauper  was  able  to  go,  and  he  was  willing  to  gO)  I  should  send  him. 
I  would  not  send  him  if  he  were  not  able  to  go. 

5396.  Do  you  send  sick  persons  ? — Frequently. 

5397.  What  is  the  extra  little  stimulant  that  you  give  tbem? — Whatever  the 
doctor  orders  them ;  a  little  brandy,  or  soup,  on  board,  and  things  of  that 
kind. 

539^»  You  send  sick  persons  in  that  case  f — Yes. 

5399-  Mr.  Eeecroft.]  There  is  a  bed  provided  for  them  on  board,  is  there 
not  ? — Yes ;  if  the  sick  person  is  a  man  I  get  the  steward  ta  attend  to  him,  and 
if  a  female  I  get  the  stewardess  to  look  after  her. 

5400.  You  pay  them  for  that  purpose? — ^Yes;  I  give  them  some  extra 
money  to  do  so.  That  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  ship  at  all ;  it  is  a  per- 
quisite. 

5401.  Mr.  Maguire.']  How  many  sick  persons  were  there  in  the  483  that 
you  sent  last  year  ? — I  have  never  sent  over  one  case  that  has  proved  fataU 

5402.  I  am  referring  to  the  number  of  sick  people  ? — It  is  impossible  to  say. 

5403.  Did  you  not  say  that  you  did  send  sick  persons  to  Cork  ? — Yes, 
I  do. 

5404.  How  many  sick  people  were  there  among  those  483  ? — I  cannot  answer 
that  question. 

5405.  Have  you  any  entry  of  those  ? — Not  of  that. 

54t)6.  If  a  particular  case  arises  where  you  think  it  necessary  to  get  a  doctor's 
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certificate,  is  it  not  important  to  enter  that  in  your  book  ? — I  keep  the  certificate 
and  give  them  what  the  doctor  orders. 

5407.  But  if  there  was  a  remarkable  case  occurred  in  which  the  sick  person 
could  only  be  sent  over  by  giving  him  stimulants  on  the  voyage,  is  that  an  event 
which  you  would  put  down  in  your  book  ? — I  do  sometimes  make  a  memorandnm 
of  it^  but  not  always. 

5408.  Chairman.']  Do  you  ever  send  a  sick  person  without  having  a  certificate 
that  he  is  able  to  go  ? — No. 

5409.  Mr.  Maguire.']  Did  you  not  say  that  you  sent  sick  persom,  provided 
they  had  stimulants? — We  send  them  if  they  have  a  certificate  that  they  are  able 
to  go,  and  provided  they  are  willing  to  go»  and  if  the  doctor  orders  them  stimu- 
lants they  always  have  them. 

5410.  You  stated  that  there  are  sometimes  paupers,  who  say  they  wish  ta  go 
back  to  Ireland  to  die ;  if  they  had  relatives  in  London  do  you  think  that  they 
would  be  very  anxious  to  go  back  to  Lteland  to  die? — They  like  to  die  on  their 
own  sml. 

5411.  Suppose  the  greater  number  of  their  relations  were  in  London,  do  you 
think  that  persons  would  like  to  go  back  to  Ireland  to  die: — 1  cannot  enter  into 
that. 

541 2.  Colonel  Smith.']  How  are  you  paid  by  the  parishes  for  these  passages?— 
L  aia  paid  so  much  per  head. 

5413.  What  are  you  paid  per  head? — ^That  is  what  I  made  out  about  five 
years  ago,  which  will  explain  my  charges. 

[Handing  in  tfte/olltming  CirctUar:] 

46,  High-street,  Wappiiig,  E. 
Gentlemen,  18    • 

As  the  successor  of  Mr.  Baker,  the  late  Contractor  for  Irish  and  Scotch  Itemovak,  I  beg 
to  send  you  a  List  of  the  Prices  chargeable  for  the  Conveyance,  Maintensnee,  &a,  of 
Adults  and  Children  under  tlie  age  of  10  years,  to  the  several  Ports  named  im  the  Act  of 
Pftriiament. 


- 

AduBs. 

Chfldren  under 
Ten.  Yean. 

IJafimts 

under  Twelve 

Months. 

■ 
Days 

•    tb  bd  anut  to 

"^Tapping. 

£.    ».    d. 

£.    ..    d. 

£.    s.    d. 

Co* 
DubKn      - 

Limerick  - 

• 

- 

14- 
15- 
1  10    - 

-  12    - 

-  12    « 

-  15    - 

-    5    - 

Wednesdayr. 
Friday. 

Waterford 
Belfast      - 
Dundalk   - 
Derry 

- 

• 

» 

2    -    - 

-  18    - 

-        - 

Wednesday. 

Edinburgh 
Dundee 
Aberdeen  - 

• 

" 

1 

1  10    - 

-  15    - 

. 

r  Tuesday. 
1          or 
I    Friday. 

Glasgow    - 
Greenock  - 
Pum&ies  - 
Ayr-        - 

- 

- 

• 

1  15    - 

-  17    - 

— • 

— 

kivemeBB  - 
Oban        - 

• 

. 

} 

2  10    - 

— 

— 

— 

Jersey 
Guernsey  - 

- 

- 

} 

2    -    - 

1    fl    - 

... 

Friday. 

ideafMan 
Isle  of  ScUly 

■ 

- 

} 

2  10    - 

•        1    3    -• 

— 

— 

The  above  Prices  include  Maintenance  for  two  days  before  embarkation ;  1  s.  per  day  to 
be  allowed  if  kept  bevond  that  period. 

Li  cases  where  Sick  or  Infirm  Persons  or  Children  are  required  to  be  sent  beyond  the 
port,  2  d.  per  mile  to  be  allowed  for  maintenance,  rail,  fares,  &c 

lam.  Gentlemen, 

Your  most  obedient  Servant, 

John  Frost. 


OigS^ 


If  N  4 


Mr.  /.  Froit. 


10  Jul  J  i86o# 
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Mr.  J.  Frosi.         54  H-  The  parishes  repay  this  amount  to  you  ? — That  is  the  money  I  receive 

from  the  parish. 

10  July  iS6o.  5415.  How  then  are  yon  repaid  for  the  money  you  advance;  take,  for  instance, 
the  case  to  which  you  alluded  of  the  10  s.  which  you  gave  to  the  two  young 
women  ? — That  they  repay  me. 

54!  6.  Who  pays  you  ? — ^The  overseer  to  the  guardians,  or  the  clerk  to  the 
Board  of  Guardians. 

5417.  Do  you  have  an  account  with  the  overseer  of  the  parish  of  the  money 
you  have  expended  on  deported  paupers  ? — ^I  always  put  it  into  my  bill  as  so  much 
extra. 

5418.  That  is  paid  you  by  the  overseer  ? — By  the  overseer,  or  the  clerk  to  the 
Board  of  Guardians. 

5419.  Mr.  Beecroft.]  You  stated  that  you  sometimes  6nd  them  clothing ;  did 
you  mean  to  say  that  when  the  paupers  arrived  at  your  depdt  that  they  were 
80  destitute  of  clothing  that  you  were  obliged  to  give  them  some  extra  clothing  ? 
— Yes.  I  had  three  young  men  a  month  ago,  who  came  to  me  from  St.  Martin's 
parish,  without  shoes,  shirt,  trousers  or  jacket. 

5420.  Mr.  Maguire.']  Were  they  sent  in  that  way  by  the  poor  law  authorities  ? 
— Yes,  they  came  from  St.  Martin's  parish ;  I  gave  them  each  shoes,  a  new  shirt, 
trousers  and  a  coat. 

542 1 .  Did  the  relieving  oflGcer  send  those  men  to  you  in  that  condition  ? — ^Yes. 
They  had  never  been  into  the  house,  and  they  applied  to  be  sent  home. 

5422.  Mv^  Beecrqfi.'j  Did  they  give  you  instructions  to  find  them  clothing  wheu 
they  arrived  in  that  state  at  your  dep6t  ? — Yes. 

5423.  They  reimbursed  you  the  money  you  advanced  for  that  purpose? — 
Yes. 

5424.  Mr.  Maguire.]  Does  it  often  happen  that  you  supply  people  with  clothing  ? 
— Very  often. 

5425.  Does  it  not  also  often  happen  that  you  find  they  are  in  such  a  condition 
that  they  require  clothing  ? — ^The  relieving  officers  do  not  always  know  it.  Per- 
haps a  poor  woman,  with  a  child,  comes  to  my  depot,  who  is  wretchedly  clad ; 
she  has  not  got  an  under  garment  on,  and  nothing  but  a  poor  gown,  and  the 
child  has  not  got  a  flannel  to  wrap  it  in.  I  call  my  wife's  attention  to  her,  and 
I  say,  **  Now  look  at  this  poor  woman  ;  she  cannot  be  sent  over  in  that  condi- 
tion ;  she  has  not  got  a  pair  of  shoes  to  her  feet.'*  I  purchase  them,  and  give 
them  to  her ;  I  charge  them  to  the  Board  of  Guardians  of  the  parish,  and  I  am 
repaid. 

5426.  Mr.  Magtdre.^  Was  that  case  to  which  you  have  alluded  one  in  which 
a  woman  was  anxious  to  go  to  Ireland,  or  was  she  sent  agrainst  her  will  r — She 
was  anxious  to  go. 

5427.  Do  you  mean  to  say  that  she  made  a  voluntary  application  to  be  sent  to 
Ireland  ?— She  came  to  me  very  well,  and  went  away  very  well 

5428.  I  am  not  imputing  anything  wrong  to  you;  I  only  want  to  know 
whether  it  was  a  voluntary  application  to  be  sent  to  Ireland,  or  a  regular  removal? 
— I  think  it  was  a  voluntary  application ;  I  think,  to  the  best  of  my  recollection, 
her  husband  was  in  Ireland. 

5429.  Have  you  any  record  of  that  case  in  your  books? — I  have  not. 

5430.  Why  did  you  not  enter  that  case  in  your  books? — I  did  not;  I  do  not 
make  memorandums  of  all  these  little  things. 

5431.  Have  you  not  in  many  other  cases  been  obliged,  from  motives  of 
humanity,  to  clothe  those  people?— I  have,  a  great  many. 

5432.  Were  any  cases  of  that  kind  regular  orders  for  removal,  and  not 
voluntary  applications  to  be  sent  to  Ireland  ? — I  do  not  understand  you. 

5433.  You  say  that  a  very  great  number  of  paupers  are  in  such  a  state  that 
they  excite  your  compassion,  and  that  you  are  obliged  to  give  them  clothing  iu 
order  to  comfort  them  on  their  voyage? — I  do  give  them  clothing ;  but  I  am  not 
obliged  to  do  so. 

5434.  They  are  in  such  a  wretched  state,  that  they  excite  your  compassion  ? — 
Yes ;  and  I  give  them  certain  garments. 

5435.  Their  clothing  is  so  deficient  that,^  from  motives  of  humanity,  you 
supply  their  wants ;  is  not  that  what  you  say  ? — Yes. 

5436.  Mr.  Beecroft.]  But  you  never  allow  a  pauper  to  leave  England  insuffi- 
ciently clad  ? — No. 

*;Aq7.  Mr.  Tollemache.']  When  you  do  give  them  this  clothing,  the  parish 
^^•^  autlwrities 
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authorities  approve  of  it? — Yes;  they  leave  it  to  my  discretion,  and  repay  me      iir.J.Fro^t. 
the  cost.  

5438.  I  gather  from  the  evidence  which  you  have  given,  that  the  Irish  paupers      10  July  1860. 
who  are  sent  from  London  to  Ireland  are  humanely  treated  ? — They  are. 

5439.  You  state  that  not  only  are  they  given  clothing,  if  they  really  require 
it,  but  that  there  is  also  a  place  on  board  the  steamer  to  which  they  can  retreat . 
in  bad  weather? — Yes  ;  that  is  the  case. 

5440.  Have  you  any  caseis  of  Irish  paupers  who  are  sent  from  London  to 
Ireland,  complaining  of  being  sent  away  from  London  to  Ireland? — Not  many; 
there  is  now  and  then  a  case. 

5441.  You  do  not  think  that  they  are  numerous? — There  are  not  many. 
There  is  now  and  then  a  case,  but  they  do  not  like  to  go, 

5442.  Do  you  think  that  there  are  many  cases  in  which  paupers  have  lived 
some  years  in  London,  without  fining  their  irremovability  by  residing  five  years 
in  one  place,  who  are  sent  to  Ireland?— There  are  not  many. 

5443.  Are  there  many  Irish  who  leave  the  port  of  London  for  Ireland  who 
complain  very  much  of  being  sent  to  Ireland  against  their  wishes  ? — Not  many. 

5444.  Mr.  Maguircl  What  proportion  ? — I  cannot  tell  you. 

5445.  Can  you  state  what  proportion  out  of  the  483  whom  you  sent  away  last 
year  were  anxious  to  go  to  Ireland  ? — I  could  not  take  on  myself  to  answer 
that  question. 

5446.  Would  you  say  that  one-half  or  three-quarters,  or  even  one-fourth  of 
them  were  anxious  to  go  to  Ireland  ? — I  really  cannot  answer  the  question. 

5447.  Chairman.'^  What  vou  say  is,  that  you  have  observed  many  who  come 
to  you  really  expressing  a  desire  to  return  to  their  country,  where  they  expect 
to  die? — Yet 

5448.  Mr.  Maguire.']  Do  you  put  down  the  ages  of  the  paupers  in  a  book  ? — 
Yes,  sometimes. 

5449.  With  regard  to  the  place  under  shelter  on  board  the  steamer,  will  you 
enumerate  to  the  Committee  what  vessels  have  a  sufficient  accommodation  for 
the  paupers ;  take,  for  instance,  those  vessels  which  leave  London  fdr  Cork  ? — 
There  is  the  same  accommodation  for  paupers  as  for  other  deck  passengers. 

5450.  Do  you  know  what  vessels  sail  from  London  to  Cork  ? — Yes. 

5451 .  Do  you  know  the  names  of  the  vessels  ? — One  is  the  "  Bittern.*' 

5452.  Has  she  accommodation  ? — Yes. 

5453'  Where  ? — She  has  a  forecastle.  Another  is  the  '*  Prussian  Eagle." 
There  are  four  different  boats  on  the  line  to  Cork.  They  have  got  one  boat 
called  the  "  Dodo,"  and  the  "  Ibis."    They  come  up  in  rotation. 

5454.  Do  you  state  that  there  is  always  sufficient  protection  for  paupers  against 
the  inclemency  of  the  weather  in  those  ships  ? — Yes. 

54^5.  At  all  times  ? — At  all  times. 

54^6.  Under  any  circumstances  ? — I  think  there  is. 

5457.  Chairman.]  1  take  for  granted  it  must  be  well  known  at  Cork,  that  you 
have  an  agent  who  receives  those  paupers  ? — I  am  as  well  known  in  Cork  as  I 
am  in  London. 

5458.  Then,  are  you  able  to  state  that  when  it  is  said  that  paupers  arrive 
there  without  a  human  being  to  take  notice  of  them,  and  nobody  to  receive  them, 
and  they  may  die  in  the  street  for  want  of  assistance,  that  that  is  distinctly 
untrue  ? — Yes,  it  is  quite  untrue. 

5459.  Mr.  Maguire.]  Who  sends  them  to  your  agent  ? — My  agent  always 
meets  them  on  board. 

5460.  Does  he  always  wait  for  the  arrival  of  the  vessel  ? — He  receives  a  letter 
on  Saturday  from  me,  with  a  post  office  order,  and  then  he  watches  the  vessel 
come  in. 

5461 .  If  a  vessel  arrives  at  1 2  o'clock  at  night,  would  your  agent  be  upon  the 
spot  ? — The  paupers  would  wait  on  board. 

5462.  Suppose  it  were  generally  stated  in  Cork,  that  policemen  were  obliged 
to  take  these  pau[)ers  to  Cork  workhouse,  would  that  be  a  falsehood  and 
calumny  against  your  representative  ? — They  never  have  occasion  to  do  that, 
except  it  is  m  the  cases  of  persons  who  are  bad  characters,  who  are  not  going  out 
of  Cork.     I  give  a  night^s  lodging  to  people  who  are  going  out  of  Cork. 

5463.  No  matter  what  time  the  vessel  arrives,  you  say  your  agent  is  always  on 
the  spot  to  receive  them  ? — He  is,  if  possible. 

0.95.  O  O  5464.  Chairman.] 
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Mr.  J.  Fr<uL  5464-  Chairman^]  You  always  apprise  him  that  they  are  coming,  and  you 

expect  him  as  soon  as  he  can  to  attend  their  arrival  ? — Yes. 

10  July  i860.  5465-  Mr.  Magtiire.]  If  a  vessel  arrives  between  10  o'clock  at  night,  and  six 

o'clock  the  next  morning,  would  your  agent  be  upon  the  spot  to  meet  them  ?  — 

If  possible,  he  would. 

5466.  Chcurmcui.'\  It  is  an  accident  if  he  does  not  receive  them? — If  he  does 
not  receive  them,  I  cannot  tell  why.  He  may  be  deceived  in  the  dme  of  the 
vessel  arriving. 

5467.  You  expect  him  to  receive  them,  and  it  his  duty  to  receive  them  ? — 
I  always  expect  to  receive  them.  When  I  do  not  go  myself,  I  send  my  young 
man. 

5468.  Mr.  Beecroft.']  Are  there  agents  at  the  other  ports  of  Ireland  to  which 
you  send  the  paupers  besides  Cork,  namely.  Limerick,  Dublin  and  Belfast? — 
No.  I  give  them  in  charge  to  the  steward,  when  they  are  not  going  to  Cork,  and 
when  1  do  not  go  with  them. 

*  5469*  They  liave  money  provided  for  them  ? — Yes.     I  never  give  them  the 

money  until  they  get  to  the  port.  If  they  are  going  to  Dublin  or  Belfast  they 
do  not  have  the  money  until  they  arrive  in  port. 

5470.  Mr.  H.  Herbert]  Do  you  always  take  care  that  they  shall  have  some 
money  when  they  arrive  at  any  of  these  ports  where  you  have  no  agent? — I  give 
it  to  the  steward  of  the  vessel  for  them. 

547 1 .  The  steward  is  supposed  to  give  it  to  them  on  their  landing  ? — I  say  to 
the  pauper,  "  Now  James,"  or  whatever  his  name  is,  ^*  I  have  given  the  steward 
5  a.  for  you  when  you  land  in  Dublin,"  or  Limerick,  or  10^.,  or  whatever  it 
may  be. 

5472.  Of  course  it  is  impossible  in  that  way  that  you  can  make  any  arrange- 
ment for  forwarding  them  on  their  road ;  do  they  get  the  money  wlbu  they  land 
on  the  quays  ? — Yes  ;  I  generally  get  the  steward  of  the  vessel  to  put  them  on 
the  train. 

5473*  Chairman^  Do  you  give  the  money  to  the  steward  in  the  presence  of 
the  pauper  ? — ^Yes. 

5474.  Mr.  H.  Herberf]  Do  you  ever  hear  of  an  instance  of  their  misapplying 
the  money  when  they  get  it  ? — ^There  have  been  instances  of  the  misapplying  the 
money.  I  may  mention  the  instance  of  Dan  O'Shea.  He  was  treated  with  every 
respect  and  kindness.  I  received  him  on  the  16th  of  May,  and  I  sent  him 
on  board  the  vessel  on  the  17th.  During  the  time  he  was  in  my  house  he  was 
treated  well.  I  talked  to  him  on  the  Tuesday  night,  and  asked  him  how  he 
was.  He  stated  that  he  was  a  single  man,  and  wished  to  go  home ;  and  that  the 
parish  of  Islington  had  give  him  2^.  6d.  He  had  got  about  125.  in  his  pocket  He 
had  plenty  to  eat  in  my  house.  He  was  going  off  to  Cork  on  the  Wednesday 
morning.  My  young  man  put  him  on  board.  On  Thursday  morning  I  met 
him  at  Plymouth,  and  found  that  he  was  all  right.  I  was  coming  up  to  London, 
and  he  was  going  to  Cork.  The  vessels  were  moored  by  the  side  of  each  other, 
tmd  I  called  out  to  the  person  who  had  him  in  charge,  "  Are  my  people  all  well, 
and  all  right ;  "  he  said,  '^  Yes,  quite  right ;  "  and  that  was  all  he  could  say.  I 
found  that  he  had  landed  in  Cork,  and  stated  that  he  had  been  four  days  going 
from  London*  He  was  only  from  eight  o'clock  on  the  Saturday  morning,  until 
four  o'clock  on  the  Sunday  afternoon.  When  he  got  to  Cork  he  pledged  his 
clothes  and  spent  the  money,  and  then  somehow  or  other  he  got  on  as  far  as 
Bantry,  and  there  he  died. 

'  5475-  What  sum  of  money  did  that  man  receive  at  Cork? — He  had  got  it  all 
in  his  pocket.  His  friends  had  collected  about  lO^.  for  him,  and  the  parish  of 
Islington  gave  him  2^.  6d.  besides. 

5476.  You  positively  state  from  your  own  knowledge  that  before  he  went  on 
board  he  had  12*.  in  his  pocket  ? — I  did  not  examine  the  man's  money  myself. 
He  was  at  Islington  workhouse,  and  I  made  an  inquiry,  and  ascertained  what 
he  had  given  him  by  bis  friends. 

5477.  How  do  you  know  that  when  he  was  at  Cork  he  pledged  his 
clothes,  and  spent  the  money  ? — He  must  have  done  so,  or  else  he  would  have 
gone  on. 

5478.  Mr.  Maguire.l  Was  he  not  starving? — No,  I  think  not. 

5479.  Why  did  he  pledge  his  clothes  ? — He  was  a  man  given  to  drink,  and  a 
very  dissipated  character. 

5480.  Mr. 
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5480.  Mr.  ToUemache.']  Have  you  ever  known  of  the  case  of  a  pauper  being  Mr.  J.  Trod. 

landed  at  one  of  the  ports  of  Ireland,  and  having  money  given  to  him  to  enable  

him  to  go  into  the  interior  of  the  country,  making  use  of  that  money  to  come  back  10  Jidy  i860, 
to  London  ? — That  never  came  under  my  notice. 

5481.  Mr.  Maguire.']  If  a  pauper  were  to  be  removed  to  Thurles  in  Tipperary, 
whatsnm  of  money  would  you  give  him  in  Cork?— Six  shillings  and  sixpence. 
My  agent  would  put  him  on  the  train. 

5482.  Do  you  mean  to  say  he  would  pay  for  his  transmission  r— My  agent 
would. 

5483.  He  would  give  him  nothing  more  ? — He  would  give  him  some  food. 
It  is  only  two  or  three  hours  journey. 

5484.  Mr.  H.  Herbert.']  With  regard  to  the  food  on  board,  you  say  you  give 
them  two  pounds  of  bread  and  six  ounces  of  cheese  per  day ;  do  you  giye  that  to 
them  in  one  lump  at  the  time  of  their  starting?— No^  I  do  not  do  so,  for  this  reason: 
I  take  the  precaution  that  the  food  should  not  be  spoiled,  because,  when  the  sea 
is  rough,  and  they  are  apt  to  be  ill,  they  would  throw  iheir  provisions  down 
anywhere.  I  make  it  a  point  of  giving  the  cook  on  board  tlie  vessel  half  of 
their  provisions  for  them. 

5485.  The  cook,  in  fact,  serves  it  out  to  them  each  day  ?— No  ;  I  give  them 
two  days*  allowance  when  tbey  start,  and  then  they  have  two  days  more  food 
afterwards.  I  always  give  them  food  for  four  days,  although  they  are  only 
three  days  and  a  half. 

5486.  You  stated  that  you  have  known  the  passage  to  last  six  days;  in  such 
a  case  as  that  would  there  be  any  provision  fDr  their  getting  extra  food  ? — The 
captain  would  supply  them  then  from  the  cabin.  I  have  had  occasions  when 
I  have  been  obliged  to  pay  a  large  sum  for  extra  food. 

5487.  In  such  a  case  as  that  of  the  voyage  lasting  beyond  the  ordinary  period, 
you  say  the  captain  would  supply  them  with  provisions  ;  and  I  suppose  charge 
you  with  it  ? — Yes. 

5488.  Then  it  is  not  possible,  according  to  your  statement,  that  a  pauper  can 
be  put  on  board,  and  not  be  supplied  with  a  reasonable  quantity  of  food  during 
the  passage  ? — It  is  not  possible. 

5489.  How  is  your  agent  at  Cork  paid ;  do  yon  pay  him  out  of  your  own 
fund  r — Yes. 

5490.  That  is  part  of  the  expense  you  calculate  in  making  your  contract  ? — 
Yes  J  I  always  give  him  so  much  for  bedding. 

5491.  You  pay  him  a  salary? — I  give  bim  so  much  per  head, 

5402.  ChairmatL\  Have  you  a  running  account  with  him ? — I  always  send 
him  tne  money,  and  he  sends  me  a  receipt. 

5493.  That  is  your  security  that  he  has  had  the  money  ? — ^Yes. 

5494.  Is  there  any  arrangement  with  the  j)ari8h  that  you  should  do  this? — 
That  is  my  own  arrangement.  I  make  out  a  libt  of  the  paupers  that  I  charge 
him. 

5495.  Mr.  H.  Herbert.']  Supposing  a  pauper  starts  from  London,  do  you  tell 
that  pauper  that  he  is  to  get  money  from  vour  agent  at  Cork  to  forward  him  on 
to  Thurles  ? — I  always  make  a  point  of  vrriting  it  down  and  showing  it  to 
them  and  I  say  to  them,  **  When  you  get  into  Cork  you  will  have  so  much 
money." 

5496.  Then  when  the  pauper  arrives  he  knows  that  he  has  that  sum  to  forward 
him  on  ? — Yes,  and  he  will  not  go  on  unless  he  has  it. 

5497.  Mr.  Beecr^.]  Before  the  pauper  leaves  England  you  give  the  money 
to  the  steward  in  the  presence  of  the  pauper,  who  knows  when  he  lands  how 
much  money  he  is  to  receive? — I  cannot  trust  him  with  it  on  board,  because  he 
would  apend  it  and  say  he  never  had  it 

5498.  Do  you  say  that  you  give  the  money  to  the  steward  ? — ^Yesi 

5499.  Mr.  LockhartJ]  Yon  said  yon  u^rei^ent  for  the. Scotch  removals  as 
well  as  the  Irish  ? — Yes. 

5500.  Have  you  many  Scotch  removals? — I  suppose  about  40  or  50  in  the 
year.  I  have  known  the  time  when  we  had  only  10  in  the  year,  now  we  have 
got  50. 

0.95.  0  O  2  5501.  I  presume 
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Mr.  J.  Frost  5501.  I  presume  you  treat  them  as  humanely  as  you  have  described  you  treat 

the  Irish  ;  there  is  no  difference  in  the  treatment  ? — I  give  them  the  same  in 

10  July  i860,      proportion  ;  the  voyage  is  not  so  long. 

5502.  Chairman.']  You  are  well  known  to  the  Irish  ? — I  am  as  well  known  in 
Ireland  as  I  am  in  London. 

5503.  You  have  not  heard  any  complaint  of  your  inhumanity  or  that  of 
your  agent? — I  am  always  praised  for  it.  I  can  produce  letters  confirming 
that 

5504.  You  have  not  got  into  any  piece  of  work  in  consequence  of  the  way  in 
which  you  have  sent  them  ? — I  have  gone  with  them,  and  when  they  have 
arrived  they  would  make  me  drink  whiskey,  and  wanted  to  carry  me  on  their 
shoulders.  There  was  a  gentleman  who  drove  me  up  into  Billing  Row,  who 
said  to  me,  **  We  must  go  back  again,  or  else  they  will  kill  you  with  kindness/' 

5505.  Therefore  you  have  no  prejudice  against  the  Irish  r — Not  at  all. 

5506.  Mr.  H.  Herbert.']  Have  you  ever  had  a  complaint  made  to  you  that 
the  money  which  you  told  them,  when  they  started  from  London,  they  were  to 
get  at  Cork,  was  not  paid  theni  ? — I  never  heard  of  it 

5507.  Do  you  think  it  would  be  likely  that  you  would  hear  of  it,  if  there  was 
any  reason  to  believe  that  the  man  at  Cork  did  not  give  them  the  money  ? — 
There  might  be  a  doubt  for  this  reason,  that  the  pauper  might  never  see  me 
again.  But  if  I  tell  the  paupers  that  they  are  to  receive  the  money,  I  have  no 
doubt  that  they  do. 

5508.  Supposing  such  a  case  were  to  occur,  that  you  told  the  paupers  in 
Loudon  that  they  wee  to  receive  some  money  from  a  certain  individual  in  Cork, 
do  you  think  it  likely  that  if  that  money  was  not  given  to  them  that  you  would 
hear  of  it  ? — They  might  write  to  me,  and  they  might  not. 

5509.  No  complaint  has  ever  been  made  to  you  of  that  kind  ? — No. 

5510.  Mr.  Moffuire.l  You  alluded  to  the  case  of  Mary  Carter.  What  infor- 
mation have  you  to  give  to  the  Committee  about  her  case  ? — I  can  show  you  the 
clerk's  receipt  for  her  passage  money,  and  I  can  show  you  the  memorandum. 

551 1.  What  do  you  call  the  passage  money ;  that  is  to  Cork  I  suppose  ? — 
Yes ;  and  I  have  no  doubt  but  that  I  can  find  the  letter  which  will  prove  that 
she  had  5  s. 

5512.  In  what  state  of  health  was  she  ? — That  I  cannot  recollect 

5513.  Is  it  not  a  very  long  time  since  ? — It  was  on  the  1st  of  February. 

5514.  Chairman.]  Do  you  not  keep  the  certificate? — I  do  pot  know  that  she 
had  one. 

5515.  Mr.  Maguire.]  Did  you  ask  for  a  certificate  in  her  case? — I  cannot 
remember  so  long  back.  I  have  no  objection  to  send  you  the  certificate  if  I 
have  got  it.  I  will  ask  for  it.  I  may  state  that  I  have* had  letters  thanking  me 
for  my  kindness. 

5516.  Have  you  ever  had  a  letter  from  the  Cork  magistrates  thanking  you  for 
your  kindness  ? — I  have  been  thanked  in  court  for  my  kindness. 

5517.  Ci^airman.']  What  court  was  it  in  which  you  have  received  thanks  r — 
In  the  police  court 

5518.  Your  consideration  to  the  paupers  was  noticed  in  the  police  court? — 
Yes.     I  can  show  you  a  declaration  signed  by  a  magbtrate. 

5519.  Mr.  Maguire.]  When? — About  two  years  ago. 

5.', 20.  Who  was  the  magistrate  upon  the  bench  r — I  have  got  the  signature  to 
it ;  I  am  sure  I  forgot  now  who  it  was ;  I  thought  it  was  Captain  White. 

The  Reverend  J.  N.  Dalton,  called  in ;  and  Examined. 

Kev  J  N  Dalian       5521-  Mr.  Tollemache.]  I  believe  you  now  reside  in  Buckinghamshire? — 
1_       Yes.  ,  .     ^ 

5522.  A  few  years  ago,  I  believe,  you  lived  at  Greetham,  in  Rutlandshire  r — 
I  did. 

5523.  Is  Greetham  what  is  termed  a  local  parish? — Yes.  Unfortunately  there 
are  a  great  many  small  freeholds  in  a  few  hande ;  they  build  up  a  number  of 
miserable  huts  and  cottages,  and  the  people  of  the  neighbouring  parishes  come 
into  that  parish. 

5524.  Is  it,  in  fact,  what  is  termed  an  open  parish  r— Yes. 

5525.  Are 
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5525.  Are  there   several  close   parishes  in  the  neighbourhood? — ^The  two  Rev.  J. N.  Dalton. 
adjoining  parishes,  Exton  and  Cottesmore,  are  both  close  parishes ;  they  belong       , 
principally  to  one  proprietor.  10  July  i860. 

5526.  Do  any  of  the  people  belonging  to  those  two  parishes  reside  in 
Oreetham  r — Many  of  the  young  couples  when  they  are  married  come  from 
those  parishes  into  Greetham,  and,  being  ablebodied,  they  work  in  Exton  and 
Cottesmore,  yet  in  five  years  time  they  become  chargeable  to  the  union  instead 
of  to  the  parish  in  whicn  they  work,  and  to  which  they  belong. 

5527.  Therefore,  the  people  who  would  otherwise  have  belonged  to  Cottesmore 
and  Exton,  by  residing  in  Greetham  for  five  years  become  union  paupers,  and 
will  be  relieved,  if  they  require  it,  out  of  the  union  fund  ? — Yes.  Many  more 
cottages  have  been  taken  down  in  Exton  than  in  Cottesmore. 

5528.  The  consequence  is,  that  the  poor  of  Cottesmore  and  Exton  will  be 
relieved  at  the  expense  of  Greetham  ? — Yes. 

5529.  Many  who  become  irremovable  and  chargeable  to  the  union  if  they 
become  paupers  have  worked  in  Exton  and  Cottesmore  ? — Exactly  so.  Many 
of  them  work  in  Exton,  and  some  of  them  as  conveniently  live  in  Greetham 
as  they  would  do  in  Exton  or  Cottesmore. 

5530.  You  think  the  law  at  present  works  unfairly  ? — Most  unfairly, 

5531.  Do  you  think  the  system  of  raising  money  works  unfairly  ? — In  what 
way? 

5532.  That  parishes  contribute  to  the  common  fund  according  to  the  averages, 
and  not  according  to  the  rateable  value  ? — The  averages  are  very  unequal  in 
many  places,  owing  to  a  variety  of  circumstances. 

5533-  1^0  you  believe  that  it  would  be  an  improvement  in  the  law  if  the 
common  fund  were  raised  by  all  parishes  being  rated  according  to  their  rateable 
value,  or  rather  contributing  towards  it  ? — It  would  be  an  improvement  on  the 
present  system  decidedly,  but  whether  it  is  the  best  system  I  am  not  able  to  say. 

5534-  You  think  that  would  be  an  improvement  on  the  present  system  ? — 
Quite  so. 

5535.  Can  you  suggest  any  other  alteration  in  the  law  which  you  think  would 
be  an  improvement  ? — ^The  expense  of  removal  rests  on  tbe  parish  removing. 
Parishes,  through  mere  quibbles,  have  put  others  to  a  good  deal  of  expense  in 
passing  paupers ;  lawyers  are  employed,  and  it  seems  to  me  as  if  some  make 
it  their  business  to  get  persons  to  object  when  it  is  clear  that  the  pauper  belongs 
to  the  parish. 

5536.  If  I  understand  your  evidence  correctly,  you  say  that,  as  far  as  your 
knowledge  goes,  the  present  law  works  unfairly,  and  that  it  would  be  an  im- 
provement if  the  common  fund  were  raised  by  parishes  contributing  to  it  accord- 
ing to  the  averages  ? — Quite  so. 

5537.  I  suppose  in  that  case  you  would  approve  of  all  parishes  being  valued 
and  rated  upon  the  same  principle  in  each  union  ? — I  should  think  that  would  be 
a  much  fairer  way  than  the  present  mode. 

5538.  Chairman.]  Can  you  state  that  that  is  the  general  feeling  of  persons  of 
station  and  intelligence  throughout  the  counties  that  you  are  acquainted  with  ? — 
Great  complaints  are  made  with  regard  to  the  quibbles  of  some  parishes.  When 
a  man  has  been  in  a  parish  for  four  years  they  try  to  make  an  excuse  to  get  rid 
of  him  so  as  to  prevent  his  stopping  five  years.  It  was  only  a  few  days  ago  that 
I  heard  of  a  very  trivial  objection  which  was  raised  to  a  man  in  order  to  get  him 
out  of  a  parish,  so  that  he  might  not  become  one  of  their  irremovable  poor. 

5539'  That  shows  that  there  was  some  system  among  the  parish  oflBcers 
to  prevent  people  acquiring  irremovability.  You  have  referred  to  J^ome  change 
with  respect  to  the  rating  for  the  common  fund,  I  ask  you  whether  your  fund, 
generally  speaking,  among  the  persons  with  whom  you  live,  that  that  is  thought 
to  be  a  more  just  and  fair  arrangement,  and  one  which  would  be  practicable? — I 
cannot  say  that  1  have  conversed  much  on  that  subject  with  them,  1  am  not 
capable  of  saying  what  would  be  the  best. 

5540.  Living  among  the  gentry,  and  other  persons  in  the  county,  should  you 
expect  a  great  resistance  to  the  particular  change  which  you  recommend  r— I  do 
not  really  understand  the  question* 

5541.  I  understood  you  to  say  just  now  that  you  propose  the  property  in  the 
union  to  be  rated  according  to  the  value  ? — It  would  be  belter  than  the  present 
law. 

0.95-  O  O  3  5542.  Would 
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Uey.J.N.Dait{m.      5542.  Would  there  be  much  resistance  to  such  a  change  if  it  were  made? — I 

am  not  in  circumstances  to  say.     1  think  it  would  be  better  for  each  parish  to 

10  July  i860,      bear  the  charge  of  their  own  poor,  that  is,  the  poor  belonging  to  them,  without 
throwing  it  on  the  general  fund. 

5543-  Colonel  Smith.'\  If  there  were  many  persons  living  in  cme  of  these  open 
parishes,  and  working  in  a  close  parish,  would  it  not  be  'vtery  hard  upon  that 
open  parish  to  be  charged  with  all  paupers  living  in  it? — Tht  diange  proposed 
would  be  that  they  should  be  charged  to  the  parish  to  which  they  belong  by 
biith. 

5544.  Chmrman.]  Your  proposition  is  that  the  common  fund  shcnild  be 
supplieid  by  a  rate  levied  on  ^e  property  which  is  rateable  in  the  onion  ? — ^There 
is  a  very  strong  objection  to  putting  these  irremovable  x>oor  on  the  common  fund 
in  any  way  whatever. 

5545.  Did  you  not  refer  to  some  property  where  the  labour  was  all  obtained 
from  the  n^hbonring  parishes  ?  —I  referred  not  to  the  irremovable  poor  simply, 
bat  to  the  poor  rates  generally. 

5546.  You  propose  to  raise  a  fund  out  of  which  the  poor  generally  in  the  union 
are  to  be  relieved  by  a  rate  on  the  ratealde  fHtuperty  of  the  union ;  you  are  for 
union  rating,  as  far  as  I  understand  you? — I  am  for  anything  radier  than  the 
present  system.  I  am  not  in  favour  of  a  person  who  has  been  resident  for  five  years 
in  a  parish  becoming  chargeable  to  the  poor  rate. 

5547.  Mr.  Knight,']  You  would  rather  see  every  parish  maintain  its  own 
poor  ? — Yes. 

5548.  Chairman,]  You  would  go  back  to  the  old  system  of  ])arochial  settle- 
ment?— Yes ;  there  is  so  much  discontent  with  regard  to  this  Act  as  to  the  five 
years. 

5549.  Are  you  opposed  to  the  New  Poor  Law  altogether? — lam  not  in  a 
position  to  know  what  tiie  exact  value  of  the  old  Poor  Law  was;  it  was  be&re 
my  time. 

5550.  Do  you  mean  to  say  that  there  is  anything  wrong  in  the  working  of  the 
present  system  ? — ^It  creates  a  teno^tation  to  pull  down  cottages,  and  to  drive  the 
poor  out  of  close  pa];ishes. 

5551.  You  must  have  heard  that  that  system  was  coaamoaly  acted  v^ovl  before 
the  New  Poor  Law  ? — So  I  have  understood. 

5552.  Mr.  Barrow.]  Are  you  sufficiently  acquainted  with  the  law  previous  to 
the  change,  to  know  whether  a  settlement  could  be  acquired  by  hiring  on  ser- 
Yice  ? — That  was  before  my  time.  I  always  understood  that  t>efore  the  new  Poor 
Law,  the  parish  did  not  get  rid  of  its  poor,  and  that  they  were  still  chargeable, 
unless  they  obtained  a  settlement  elsewl^re  by  service^  oir  by  an  occupation  of 
10/.  per  annum. 
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Vmerisy  13'  die  Julii,  I860- 


MBMBERS  BRESSNT. 


Mr.  Ayrton. 
Mr.  Barrow. 
Mr.  Beecroft. 
Mr.  Dodson. 
Mr.  Knight 


Mr.  Lockhart 
Mr.  Maguire. 
Sir  William  Miles. 
Mr.  ToUemache. 
Mr.  Villiers. 


Thb  Right  Honourable  C.  VILLIERS  in  the  Chair. 


Bkfiqrd  King  Meade  King,  Esq.,  called  m  ;  and  Examined. 

5553-  Chairman.]  YOU  are  Chairman  of  the  Taunton  Union? — Yes.  S. K.Meade  King, 

5554.  Have  you  been  so  long? — For  about  nine  years.  ^' 

5555-  Sir  W.  Miles.]  You  have  given  great  attention,  I  believe,  to  the  working      ^^  j^^  ^^g^^ 

of  the  poor  law  ? — Yes,  from  the  commencement  of  it.     I  was  chairman  of  the 

Bridge  water  Union  before. 

555^-  For  how  many  years  were  you  chairman  of  the  Bridgewater  Union  ? — 

I  think  I  was  chairman  and  vice-chairman  for  about  seven  or  eight  years. 

5557-  During  nearly  the  whole  operation  of  the  law,  you  have  been  active  as 

an  attentive  guardian,  or  as  chairman  or  vice-chairman  of  a  Board  of  Guardians  ? 

—Yes. 

5558.  Of  how  many  parishes  does  the  Taunton  Union  consist  ? — Of  38 
parishes. 

5559.  Is  it  strictly  rural,  or  partly^  urban,  and  partly  rural  ? — I  think  rural, 
with  the  exception  of  two  town  parishes;  there  is  very  little  trade  in  those  town 
parishes. 

5560.  In  all  probability  the  town  parishes  are  merely  the  market  towns  of  the 
surrounding  district  ? — Yes. 

5561.  What  is  the  population  of  your  union  r — The  population,  according  to 
the  census  of  1851,  was  35,105. 

5562.  What  is  the  acreage? — ^The  acreage  is  71,383. 

5563-  Of  that  population  of  35,105,  how  many  are  located  in  the  two  parishes 
of  Taunton  ? — Thirteen  thousand  one  hundred  and  nineteen.. 

5564.  You  are  aware  that  the  subject  upon  which  this  Committee  is  sitting  is 
the  Irremovable  Act  ? — Yes. 

5565.  Will  you  be  good  enough  to  state  to  the  Committee  what  has  been  the 
working  of  that  Act  since  its  commencement  in  your  union  ? — There  has  been  a 
constant  increase  in  the  charge  for  the  irremovable  poor. 

5566.  Possibly  you  can  give  the  Committee  the  increase  from  1851  to  i860, 
taking  it  in  three  periods? — Yes  ;  I  have  two  returns  which  I  have  had  prepared 
by  the  clerk  of  our  union.  Those  two  papers  show,  the  first  of  them  marked 
(D.),  the  cost  of  the  irremovable  poor  from  Michaelmas  1850  (it  was  so  taken 
because  it  was  very  shortly  after  the  Irremovable  Act  came  into  operation)  to 
Lady-day  i860.     The  cost  for  the  year  ending  Lady-day  1851  was   2,102/. 

(A  paper  marked {D.)  was  handed  in).  ^*de  Appendix. 

5567.  And  what  was  the  cost  at  Lady-day  1860? — The  cost  for  the  year 
i860  was  2,187  /.  I  have  calculated  the  average  cost  for  the  three  years  ending 
Lady-day  1  86q,  and  that  is  2,296  /. 

5568.  So  that,  in  reality,  the  charge  for  the  irremovable  poor  has  been  very 
little  increased  r — ^About  200/.,  as  compared  with  the  cost  in  1851. 

5569.  If  you  compaie  the  cost  of  the  irremovable  poor  with  the  settled  peor, 
what  will  be  the  result  of  that  comparison  ? — By  making  that  comparison,  there 
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R.K.Mea€kKing,  is  a  very  great  difference.       I    have  before  me  the  published  financial  half- 
^^^'  yearly  statements  for  three  years  ending  Lady-day  1 860.     I  find  that  the  cost  of 

13  July  i860,  in-raaintenance  for  the  year  ending  Lady-day  18*58  was  1,225  ^-  J  ^or  out-relief, 
7,083/.;  in-maintenance  for  the  year  1859,  ^j^Q^^m  and  for  out-relie;f  6,760/.; 
in-maintenance  for  the  year  ending  last  Lady-day,  851  /. ;  for  out-relief,  6,757  /.; 
so  that  those  three  years  exhibit  a  progressive  decrease  as  regards  in-maintenance 
and  out-relief,  whereas  the  average  of  the  three  years  of  the  irremovable  pbor 
shows  an  increase. 

5570.  Mr.  Knight.']  Those  are  for  the  settled  paupers? — ^Yes  ;  the  last  that  I 
read.  The  paper  which  I  have  handed  in  marked  f  D.)  shows  the  cost  of  the  irre- 
movable poor,  and  paper  (E.),  which  I  will  hand  in,  shows  the  number  of  irre- 
movable poor,  distinguishing  the  in-door,  the  vagrants,  and  theout-door;  so  that 
the  two  together  show  a  complete  return  of  the  irremovable  poor.     {A  paper 

Vide  Appendix,     marked  {E.)  was  handed  in). 

5571.  In  what  way  do  you  account  for  this  increase  in  the  charge  foi;  your 
irremovable  poor  ? — The  only  way  in  which  I  can  account  for  it  is,  from  the  cir- 
cumstance of  its  being  a  charge  upon  the  whole  of  the  union,  and  not  upon  each 
separate  parish.  The  fact  is,  that  guardians  of  our  union  certainly  do  not  pay  the 
same  attention  to  the  charges  upon  the  common  fund  which  they  do  to  the  charges 
upon  each  of  their  separate  parishes.  As  chairman  of  the  union,  as  the  books  are 
before  me,  when  I  come  to  the  charge  of  the  common  fund  I  find,  to  say  the 
truth,  that  really  very  little  attention  is  paid  to  that  charge  as  compared  with  the 
attention  that  is  paid  to  the  other  charges. 

5572.  Do  you  think  that  there  is  a  wish  rather  to  place  the  chai'ge  upon  the 
common  fund,  than  to  make  an  order  of  settlement  and  removal? — Yes;  I  cer- 
tainly have  found  that  often,  and  there  are  frequently  very  long  arguments  at  the 
Board  with  regard  to  placing  a  charge  upon  the  common  fund ;  and  certainly 
there  is  a  strong  tendency  I  find,  whenever  it  can  be  possibly  done,  to  place  a 
charge  upon  the  common  fund.  As  chairman,  I  feel  it  to  be  my  duty  to  pay 
most  especial  regard  to  that  particular  charge,  and  to  see  that  it  be  not  burdened 
more  heavily  than  the  law  would  admit. 

5573.  Does  this  wish  to  place  the  charges  upon  the  common  fund  exist  more 
in  one  parish  than  in  another?— No,  I  do  not  think  it  does. 

5574.  Is  the  population  large  in  one  parish,  and  small  in  the  other;  or  do  you 
think  that  the  parish  predominates  equally  to  get  rid  of  the  burden  of  removal, 
by  placing  the  charge  upon  the  common  fund  ? — I  think  so  ;  I  cannot  say  that  I 
have  discovered  any  difference  in  that  respect  as  regards  the  size  of  the  parish. 
With  regard  to  the  common  fund,  as  1  stated  just  now,  a  good  many  arguments 
take  place  before  the  Board  as  to  the  propriety  or  not  of  placing  the  charges  upon 
the  common  fund,  and  1  have  sometimes  thought  it  right  to  resist  the  making  a 
pauper  chargeable  on  the  common  fund,  if  I  thought  it  was  not  borne  out  by  the 
law ;  and  we  have  frequently  availed  ourselves  of  the  opinion  of  the  Poor  Law- 
Commissioners  before  the  charge  has  been  made  upon  the  common  fund,  in  many 
instances  of  that  kind.  I  am  sure  I  am  correct  in  saying,  that  there  is  a  strong 
tendency  on  the  part  of  Boards  of  Guardians  (feeling  that  it  is  rather  more  for  the 
interest  of  large  parishes,  as  they  think,  to  throw  the  charge  upon  the  common 
fund)  to  place  the  charges  on  the  common  fund,  rather  than  on  their  own 
parishes. 

5575.  Do  you  thiqk  that  the  Irremovable  Act  has  had  a  tendency  to  increase 
pauperism  in  your  district? — I  do  not  know  that  it  has  to  any  appreciable  extent. 
I  think  that  it  has  a  tendency  this  far :  I  believe  that  many  persons  apply,  in 
cases  of  temporary  sickness,  who  would  not  apply,  or  whose  applications,  if  they 
did  apply,  would  be  resisted  by  their  own  guardians,  if  they  did  not  know  that  the 
charge  falls  upon  the  common  fund,  and  not  upon  the  parishes.  In  that  way  I 
certainly  think  it  would  have  a  tendency  to  increase  pauperism,  and  I  tliink  it 
has  in  that  way  generally  done  so. 

5576.  So  that  this  facility  of  placing  paupers  on  the  common  fund  rather  lends 
to  a  laxity  in  the  administration  of  the  law  than  to  strictness  ? — Yes,  I  think  so, 
decidedly.  I  may  state  that  the  papers  I  have  handed  in  show  the  increase  in  the 
cost  of  the  relief  of  irremovable  paupers ;  I  have  endeavoured,  as  far  as  I  could, 
id  detect  how  that  increase  is  made  up,  and  I  find  that  the  increase  arises  almost 
entirely  from  extra  medical  fees  and  in  out-door  relief.  There  is  a  considerable 
increase  in  the  out*door  relief,  and  there  is  not  that  corresponding  increase,  or 
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anything  approaching  to  it;  in  point  of  fact,  there  is  a  decrease  of  out-door  R. K. Meade Kmg^ 
relief,  as  well  as  of  in-door  relief  as  to  the  settled  poor.  Esq- 

5577.  You  have  no  able-bodied  paupers  in  your  house? — No,  I  think  not;       — — — 
and  for  two  or  three  years,  certainly,  we  have  not  had  above  one  or  two.  *3  J"ly  >S6o- 

5578.  There  is  plenty  of  employment  in  your  district;  I  believe  you  have 
scarcely  hands  enough  ? — There  is  plenty  of  employment,  certainly ;  it  is  very 
different  from  what  it  was  some  years  ago. 

5579.  Have  you  any  Irish  in  your  union  ? — No,  or  very  few  indeed  ;  I  do  not 
know  that  we  have  any. 

5580.  None  that  have  become  irremovable  ? — I  am  not  aware  of  any. 

5581.  Are  your  irremovable  poor  generally  English  irremovable  poor  ?— Yes.  . 

5582.  A  suggestion  has  been  made  that  the  period  of  residence  which  confers 
irremovability  should  be  reduced  from  five  years  to  three  ;  do  you  think  that  that 
would  have  a  beneficial  effect,  or  otherwise? — I  think  it  would  have  the  effect  of 
still  farther  increasing  the  charge  on  the  common  fund,  but  I  do  not  know  that  it 
would  have  any  material  effect  as  regards  the  poor  themselves. 

5583.  Bo  you  not  think  that  more  persons  would  reside,  without  demanding 
relief,  for  a  period  of  three  years,  than  they  would  for  five  years  ? — Yes  ;  I  sup- 
pose they  would,  and  in  that  way  it  would  affect  the  common  charge. 

5584.  Have  you  any  objection  to  the  way  in  which  the  averages  are  taken  at 
the  present  time  for  the  common  charges  ? — As  they  are  taken  at  present,  they 
are  taken  according  to  the  average  payment  for  relief,  which  seems  to  me  to  be  a 
fair  mode  of  charging  the  averages. 

5585.  Do  you  think  it  would  be  more  fair  if  the  average  was  placed  on  the 
properly  ? — I  think  quite  the  contrary. 

5586.  What  would  be  your  objection  to  that?— I  have  a  return  before  me  of 
the  averages  for  each  parish,  the  rateable  value  of  each  parish,  and  by  comparing 
the  two  columns,  it  seems  that  there  is  no  relation  whatever  between  the  two.  I 
will  take,  for  example,  the  parish  in  which  I  live,  which  is  West  Monckton ;  that 
has  a  population  of  1,146,  the  average  is  341  /.,  the  rateable  value  is  8,356/. 
Now  we  have  charities  in  our  parish,  and  there  are  a  ^ood  many  resident  gentry 
there ;  the  poor  are  all  well  employed,  and  probably  to  these  circumstances 
mainly  is  due  the  reason  why  the  averages  may  be  comparatively  low  as  regards 
some  other  parishes.  Then  I  will  take  the  parish  immediately  above  it  in  the 
list,  which  I  regard  as  one  of  the  most  pauperised  in  our  union,  and  that  is 
Lydeard  St.  Lawrence,  it  has  a  population  of  71 1  ;  the  average  is  374  /.,  whereas 
the  rateable  value  of  the  parish  is  31651/.;  so  that  taking  those  two  parishes 
together,  if  the  averages  were  taken  according  to  the  rateable  value,  and  not 
according  to  the  poverty,  my  parish  of  West  Monckton,  which  is  by  no  means  a 
pauperised  parish,  would  pay  rather  more  than  double  the  parish' above  it,  which 
is  the  most  pauperised  parish. 

5587.  How  would  the  account  stand  supposing  those  two  parishes  were  put 
together? — Just  about  one  half,  because  the  average  of  Lydeard  St.  Lawrence  is 
374  /. ;  my  average  is  341  /.,  rather  smaller ;  tne  rateable  value  of  Lydeard  St. 
Lawrence  is  3,651  /.,  and  mine  is  8,356/.,  which  is  rather  more  than  double; 
consequently  we  should  pay  just  double.  I  may  compare  several  others  in  the 
same  way,  in  which  the  same  hardship  would  appear,  if  the  rateable  value  were 
taken  as  the  basis,  instead  of  the  averages ;  in  point  of  fact,  there  seems  no  rela- 
tion whatever,  as  to  our  union,  between  the  rateable  value  of  the  parishes  in  the 
union,  and  the  averages  which  were  taken  on  the  basis  of  the  poverty  of  the 
union. 

5588.  Can  you  state  lo  the  Committee  the  acreage  of  your  two  parishes? —  • 
In  Lydeard  St.  Lawrenceit  is  2,697,  and  in  West  Monckton  3,079. 

5589.  Is  West  Monckton  an  open  parish,  or  a  close  parish? — It  is  an  open 
parish,  certainly. 

5590.  What  is  Lydeard  St.  Lawrence? — ^That  is  an  open  parish  too. 

5591.  The  property  is  considerably  divided  in  each  parish,  is  it  not? — ^Yes, 
very  much  subdivided. 

5592.  So  that  you  can  only  look  to  those  two  parishes  as  examples  of  good  and 
bad  management? — Yes,  I  do;  it  would  not  be  a  fair  comparison  to  take  the 
rateable  value  as  a  basis ;  it  would  not  be  a  fair  basis  to  calculate  the  amount  of 
the  poverty  in  each  parish,  or  the  cost  of  the  relief. 

5593-  (^hairman.'\  The  property  is  very  large,  and  the  poverty  is  very  little  ? — 
In  many  cases. 
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JLJ^JTMbA^,      5594.  Sir  W.  Miks.]  Referring  to  West  Moodctoa,  do  the  labourers  mostly 
Eiq.  reside  in  your  parish  ? — ^Yes  ;  tbey  cither  reside  in  that  parish^  or  in  die  adjoining 

— — —       pari^  of  Creek  St.  Michael ;  the  two  parishes  run  paralleL 

1^  Jdy  186a         5595.  So  that  they  have  no  great  distance  to  go  to  their  work  ? — Certainly 
not* 

5596.  Do  yon  cooceive  that  you  have,  00  the  whole,  for  the  population,  sufficirat 
cottage  accommodation  ? — Quite  so,  undoubtedly. 

5597'  Mr.  Barrow.]  You  stated  that  if,  instead  of  tab'ng  the  common  charges 
upon  the  averages,  they  were  taken  upon  the  rateable  value,  it  would  be  a  griev- 
ance to  West  Monckton,  as  it  would  be  detrimental  to  the  extent  of  one-half? — 
Yes. 

5598.  Let  me  call  your  attention  to  this,  that  374  £.  charged  upon  3,651  /., 
which  is  for  the  average  of  your  settled  poor  in  Lydeard  St.  Lawrence,  is  a  much 
larger  per-centage  than  341  L  upon  8,756  /.  ? — ^Yes. 

5599.  Consequently  if  you  left  the  settled  poor  chargeable  upon  Lydeard  St* 
Lawrence  and  the  settled  poor  chargeable  upon  West  MomJ^lon,  there  would 
be  a  considerable  difference  in  their  payments  if  the  common  fund  charges  were 
arranged  according  to  the  averages } — Yes;  but  those  averages  are  for  the  esta- 
blishment charges. 

5600.  No ;  they  are  calculated  upon  your  general  pauperism  ? — Yes. 

5601.  Consequently  those  payments  would  still  remain  the  same,  and  Lydeard 
St.  Lawrence  would  still  be  paying  more  than  double  the  amoimt  in  the  pound  as 
compared  with  West  Monckton  for  its  settled  poor ;  but  for  the  irremovable  poor, 
and  the  charges  upon  the  common  fund,  you  would  pay  rather  a  larger  share, 
twice  as  much,  upon  West  Monckton,  as  you  do  now  for  the  irremovable,  but  no 
more  for  the  settled  poor,  and  so  Lydeard  St.  Lawrence  would  be  relieved  only  in 
proportion  to  the  sum  it  paid  to  the  irremovable  poor  ? — ^Yes. 

5602.  It  would  still  continue  to  pay  a  larger  amount  in  tl^  pound  upon  the 
settled  poor  r^— Yes. 

5603.  You  would  not  he  detrimented  to  the  extent  of  one-half  ?— No;  except 
as  to  the  irremovable  poor. 

5604.  Yoo  are,  perhaps,  not  prepared  to  say  what  the  average  in  the  pound  of 
the  common  fund  charges  is  in  the  union  at  large  ? — No ;  but  my  answers  were 
all  given  with  reference  to  the  irremovable  poor. 

5605.  When  you  state  that  the  parishes  seek  to  charge  the  paupers  on  the 
con] men  fund,  rather  than  to  remove  them,  and  that  there  is  less  difficulty  made 
about  giving  them  relief,  I  take  it  for  granted  that  that  arises,  mainly  in  cases 
where  the  settlements  may  be  questioned,  and  where  they  seek  to  avoid  the  pro- 

'      bable  cost  of  litigation  ? — ^Yes,  mainly  so,  generally. 

5606.  Mr.  Knight]  Can  you  give  the  Committee  any  reason  why  one  of  the 
parishes  is  a  pauperised  parish  and  the  other  is  not  paoperised  ;  tbey  seem  both 
to  be  open  parishes,  and  the  increase  of  population  has  been  greater  in  the  low- 
rated  parish  than  in  the  parish  that  pays  so  much  more  ? — I  do  not  know  tliat 
I  can.  I  think  that  a  variety  of  reasons  may  operate.  One  hopes  that  in  a 
parish  where  there  are  a  good  many  resident  gentry  there  may  be  a  decrease  of 
pauperism  ;  that  may  be  one  reason.  I  think  that  many  reasons  would  operate 
in  the  parish  which  I  instanced  as  pauperised,  the  parish  of  Lydeard  St.  Lawrence. 
The  class  of  farmers  there,  is,  I  think,  inferior  to  those  of  many  other  parishes  in 
our  union  ;  the  rate  of  wages  is  lower,  and  reasons  of  that  kind. 

5607.  There  is  not  so  much  pains  taken  ? — I  think  not ;  we  found  that  the  case 
in  many  other  parishes  in  the  union. 

5608.  That  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  question  whether  the  land  belongs  to  a 
single  proprietor  or  not? — No,  I  think  not;  I  am  not  aware  that  there  is  a  single 
parish  in  our  union  that  belongs  to  one  proprietor,  with  the  exception  of  Orchard 
Portman,  which  belongs  to  Lord  Portman ;  I  think  that  the  land  in  the  parishes 
comprising  oar  union  belongs  to  a  vast  number  of  proprietors  ;  it  is  very  much 
subdivided. 

«  5609*  CbaimumJ]  You  stated  that  you  had  observed  in  your  union  that  the 
irremovable  poor  had  increased,  and  you  gave  a  reason  for  it^  but  you  told  us 
also  that  the  settled  poor  had  decreased,  and  you  have  not  given  us  any  reason 
for  that  ? — I  think  that  the  reason  for  the  decrease  of  the  setded  poor  is,  that  of 
late  years  there  has  been  much  greater  employment  and  wages  have  risen ;  there 
has  been  a  much  greater  demand  for  labour^  and  the  price  of  provisions  has  been 
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lower,  as  cointmied  with  wtet  it  was  some  few  years  ago.    We  consider  that  iUK, 
tiiose  are  the  main  causea  which  have  caused  a  decrease  of  paupensm.  Ea^^ 

5610.  I  understood  you  to  say,  that  Che  increase  of  the  irremovable  poor  arises 


from  some  laxity  in  the  maoagement,  as  they  are  charged  upon  the  common     xs^Jidy  186a 
fund  ? — I  think  that  it  does  arise  principally  from  laxity  in  mana^ment ;  I 
think  that  the  guardians  are  not  stimulated  by  their  own  private  interest  to  watch 
that  particular  charge,  in  the  same  degree  that  they  do  as  to  the  settled  poor. 

5611.  But  I  imagine  that  there  must  be  something  more  than  ordinary  mis- 
management, if  that  is  the  case  in  your  union  ;  because  there  does  not  seem  to  be 
any  occasion  for  any  stimulus  to  relieve  the  poor-rate,  as  there  is  plenty  of  em- 
ployment. Is  it  the  fiGK^t  ih&t  there  is  this  mismanagement  or  laxity,  for  it  sounds 
a  little  like  a  reflection  00  the  Board  ? — I  can  only  say  that  I  6nd  the  guardians 
extremely  anxious,  that  is,  each  guardian  to  watch  the  relief  in  his  own  parish, 
but  I  do  not  find  the  same  anxiety  evinced  in  watchiDg  the  common  fund. 

5612.  May  I  ask  you  whether  there  is  any  rule  now,  upon  which  the  relieving 
officer  acts,  or  upon  which  the  guardians  act,  with  respect  to  the  poor  in  your 
union  ? — In  ordinary  cases,  the  same  amount  of  relief  is  given  to  a  destitute 
person,  whether  he  is  settled  or  irremovable* 

5613.  You  say  that  the  guardians  are  very  careful  in  not  relieving  persons 
who  do  not  deserve  it,  when  ihey  come  from  their  own  parish,  but  what  is  the 
case  with  regard  to  those  who  are  chargeable  upon  the  common  fund  ;  does  any* 
body  inquire  whether  they  are  impostors  or  not,  or  whether  they  are  deserving 
of  relief  ? — ^The  same  inquiry  goes  on ;  for  example,  I  make  of  the  relieving 
officer  standing  besid6  me,  precisely  the  same  inquiries  with  regard  to  the  case 
of  an  irremovable  pauper,  which  I  do  with  regard  to  a  settled  pauper,  and  I  find 
that  the  same  attention  is  not  given  by  the  guardians  sitting  round  the  table  to 
those  cases,  and  I  think  it  very  possible  that  the  relieving  officer  may  not  take 
the  same  pains  in  inquiring,  or,  at  all  events,  the  relieving  officer  very  often  is 
himself  deceived  by  the  statements  made  to  him  by  paupers ;  but,  with  respect  to 
the  settled  poor,  if  any  deception  is  practised  on  him,  he  is  oflen  checked,  and 
set  right  by  the  guardians. 

5614.  I  was  asking  you  whether  it  all  depends  upon  the  accidental  knowledge 
or  disposition  on  the  part  of  the  authorities  or  the  relieving  officer,  or  whether 
there  is  any  rule  with  respect  to  the  relief  which  is  given  to  paupers  applying  for 
it;  for  example,  suppose  an  able-bodied  man  applies  for  relief,  does  the  cir- 
cumstance of  your  giving  it  or  not  depend  upon  the  information  that  you  obtain 
from  the  relieving  officer,  or  upon  any  accidental  circumstance,  or  have  you  any 
way  of  testing  whether  the  applicant  is  an  impostor  or  not  ? — If  a  man  were  to 
apply  to  us  under  those  circumstances  for  relief,  we  should  apply  to  the  relieving 
officer,  and  expect  him  to  give  us  every  information  in  his  power,  regarding  the 
wants  of  that  particular  man  ;  sometimes,  he  may  be  misinformed,  and  the  guar- 
dians would  tiien  correct  him  from  their  own  knowledge  of  the  case. 

5615.  I  want  to  know  iHietber  your  relievii^  officer  has  not  a  duty  imposed 
upon  him,  which  is  to  ascertain  the  circumsiances  and  condition  of  any  applicant 
for  relief,  as  far  as  he  can  ;  I  {resume  that  you  refuse  relief  to  any  person  about 
whom  you  are  not  satisfied,  or  only  affi>rd  relief  on  condition  of  work,  or  offer  the 
workhouse  ? — Yes,  in  the  case  of  ati  able-bodied  person,  of  course  we  should  give 
no  relief  but  the  workhouse. 

5616.  But  you  have  a  check  upon  imposture,  have  you  not,  as  to  those  who 
are  charged  upon  the  common  fund  ? — ^Yes ;  in  any  case  charged  upon  the  com- 
mon fund,  if  we  have  any  doubt  as  to  the  correctness  of  the  statement  made,  we 
should  only  order  the  workhouse  for  that  particular  person,  just  as  we  should  in 
the  case  of  the  settled  pow. 

5617.  If  that  person  was  not  destitute,  he  would  not  accept  relief  in  that 
shape  ? — No. 

5618.  Is  not  that  a  security  nearly  enough,  against  imposture  ?— The  rule  that 
we  adopt  in  our  union  is  this :  if  there  is  any  good  reason  to  believe  that  a  per- 
son,  not  able-bodied,  requires  relief,  from  sickness  or  any  other  cause  of  destitu- 
tion, we  should  be  relnctant  to  order  that  man  to  the  workhouse ;  if  there  was 
any  reasonable  ground  to  believe  that  he  was  an  impostor,  or  if  the  relieving 
officer  told  us  UmlI  he  could  not  ascertain  what  his  real  circumstances  were,  we 
should  test  him  with  the  workhouse ;  as  a  rule,  we  do  not  order  a  person  to  come 
into  the  workhouse  unless  he  be  an  able-bodied  man,  and  ne  have  had  no  such 
case  for  the  last  two  or  three  years. 
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ILK.  Meade  King,      561$.  What  you  have  stated  to  the  Committee  is  a  considerable  reflection  on 
Saq.  the  whole  system  ;  I  think  you  have  said  that  the  guardians  do  not  show  much 

—— vigilance  in  the  duty  they  have  undertaken,  unless  the  matter  refers  to  their  own 

J 3  July  i860,  parishes,  and  you  have  stated  that  there  has  been  a  gradual  increase  in  the  charge 
for  the  irremovable  poor,  not  from  the  necessities  of  the  poor,  but  from  a  laxity 
and  want  of  vigilance  on  the  part  of  those  who  administer  the  relief.  Is  what 
you  have  stated  well  founded,  or  is  it  necessary  that  such  a  state  of  things  should 
continue  ? — I  do  not  know  how  else  to  account  for  the  increase  in  the  charge  for 
the  irremovable  poor ;  one  does  not  like,  and  I  am  sure  I  do  not  wish  to  ascribe 
wrong  motives  to  my  brother  guardians,  but  I  think  in  all  these  matters,  self- 
interest  does  operate,  to  a  certain  extent.  I  would  not  say  that  it  is  from  selfish 
motives  ;  but  I  mean  this,  that  the  motive  of  interest  does  not  operate  so  strongly 
in  regard  to  stimulating  them  to  their  duties  in  watching  the  irremovable  poor, 
as  it  does  in  regard  to  their  duties  as  to  the  settled  poor  in  their  own  parishes. 

561^0.  You  have  been  chairman  for  some  time,  and  you  seem  to  have  been 
attending  to  the  matter,  and  I  presume  that  you  have  ascertained  that  there  is  a 
class  of  paupers  to  whom,  if  they  belonged  to  the  different  parishes,  the  guardians 
attending  at  the  Board  would  not  give  relief,  but  being  chargeable  to  the  common 
fund,  owing  to  a  laxity  in  management,  they  do  get  relief? — I  do  not  know  that  I 
can  specify  any  particular  instances,  but,  if  any  such  instances  were  to  come 
within  my  own  knowledge,  I  should  consider  them  illegal,  and  I  should  refuse  to 
make  an  order  for  relief;  but  I  cannot  doubt,  at  the  same  time,  that  laxity  does 
operate  to  some  extent  in  that  way. 

5621.  You  really  do  not  know  of  any  other  reason  for  the  increase  of  the  irre- 
movable poor,  or  the  charge  for  them,  as  compared  with  the  settled  poor,  than 
what  you  have  stated  ? — I  do  not- 

5622.  Are  there  not  classes  of  persons  who  are  charged  on  the  common  fund 
in  greater  numbers  than  the  settled  poor? — No,  I  should  say  not. 

5623.  Do  you  not  relieve  in  all  cases  of  sickness,  and  the  casual  poor,  out  of 
the  common  fund? — No;  not  all  cases  of  sickness. 

5624.  I  mean  where  paupers  are  in  a  parish,  and  who,  without  being  settled, 
and  indeed  before  they  become  irremovable,  would  apply  for  relifef  in  case  of 
sickness ;  that  is  charged  upon  the  common  fund,  is  it  not  ? — No ;  if  the  applicant 
is  a  settled  pauper  in  a  parish,  it  would  be  charged  on  his  own  parish. 

5625.  I  am  talking  of  those  persons  who  have  not  yet  become  irremovable,  but 
who  are  sick,  and  you  do  not  remove  them,  although  they  are  not  chargeable, 
and  that  charge  is  cast  upon  the  common  fund  r — ^Yes.  I  think  I  stated  just 
now  that  a  good  many  persons  got  the  doctor  for  a  very  trifling  sickness  indeed, 
and  that  sickness  is  made  a  charge  upon  the  common  fund.  I  think  it  very 
possible,  that,  if  that  charge  were  upon   the  parish,  many  of  those    persons 

^  would  not  go  to  the  doctor,  or  the  guardian  of  that  parish  would  say,  "  You  are 
not  really  sick,  and  you  have  no  business  to  have  relief;**  and  so  the  nature  of 
their  sickness  would  be  more  thoroughly  investigated. 

5626.  Do  you  believe  that  that  practice  exists  to  a  great  extent,  and  that 
medical  men  refer  paupers  for  relief  in  that  way  without  paying  much  attention 
to  the  case  ? — I  think  it  does  exist  to  a  very  great  extent  in  our  union ;  and  the 
sort  of  relief  given  is  this  :  a  quantity  of  mutton  diet  and  things  of  that  sort  are 
ordered,  and  probably  the  return  is  "  debility,"  or  something  of  that  kind.  They 
have  three  pounds  of  meat  a  week. 

5627.  Do  you  apprehend  that  the  cost  of  the  irremovable  poor  would  increase 
if  you  reduced  the  period  of  residence  ? — I  think  it  would,  somewhat. 

5628.  But  should  you  then  expect  that  a  great  number  of  persons  would  come 
into  your  parish  ? — Yes. 

5629.  Do  not  you  lose  some  of  yours  ;  do  they  not  ever  go  out  of  your  parish  ? 
— Yes,  they  do.  They  have  latterly ;  but  we  have  a  great  many  come  in  from 
other  districts.  A  good  many  have  come  into  my  own  parish  from  Devonshire, 
because  of  the  rate  of  wages  about  us,  which  is  at  present  a  little  higher  than 
what  they  have  been  in  the  habit  of  receiving  in  Devonshire ;  so  there  has  been 
a  migration  in  that  way. 

5630.  Mr.  Toltemache.']  You  say  that  the  number  of  the  irremovable  poor  is 
on  the  increase? — Yes. 

5631-  Hs  it  rapidly  increased  of  late?— No,  not  rapidly. 

5632-  Then  there  is  a  gradual  increase  going  on  ?—  Yes* 

5633.  Has 
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5633.  Has  it  increased  more  rapidly  rn  some  parishes  than  in  others?— I  am   «.  ifc.  Meaieiing^ 
not  aware  whether  it  has  or  not.  Eiq. 

5634.  You  have  not  got  the  average  for  each  parish  ? — No.  ^ 

5635.  How  do  you  think  the  law  has  worked  upon  the  whole ;  I  mean  the  law  by      ^3  Jaly  1866. 
which  a  pauper  becomes  irremovable  after  five  years*  residence  ? — I  can  only 

speak  with  regard  to  the  expense ;  I  think  that  it  has  been  an  increasing  charge 
upon  the  common  fund ;  but  I  have  no  objection  in  other  respects  to  the  working 
of  it. 

5636.  Looking  to  the  interests  of  the  poor,  as  well  as  to  the  interests  of  the 
ratepayers,  how  do  you  think  the  law  has  worked  ? — 1  think  it  has  worked  bene- 
ficially to  the  poor,  in  preventing  their  removal  in  times  of  sickness  ;  and  after 
they  have  been  resident  for  a  few  years  in  a  place,  after  they  have  formed  all  their 
connexions  in  the  parish. 

5637.  Do  you  think  that  if  the  period  of  residence  for  gaining  irremovability 
were  reduced  from  five  to  three  years,  it  would  increase  greatly  the  number  of 
irremovable  paupers  r — I  think  that  it  would  somewhat  increase  them ;  but  I 
think  three  years  would  be  a  reasonable  time  for  a  pauper  to  form  his  connexions 
in  a  palish,  which  connexions  he  should  not  be  severed  from. 

5638.  It  has  been  stated  in  evidence  that,  generally  speaking,  when  a 
pauper  has  resided  three  years  in  a  parish,  he  makes  up  the  five  years  ? — Yes  ;  I 
think  three  years  are  quite  long  enough  for  a  poor  person  to  form  his  connexions 
in  a  parish  ;  he  gets  into  work  and  forms  his  connexions,  and  I  think  it  would  be 
hard  if  those  connexions  were  lightly  broken  ;  I  think  three  years  would  be  a 
reasonable  time. 

5639.  Therefore,  you  would  be  in  favour  of  the  period  for  gaining  irremova- 
bility being  reduced  from  five  to  three  years  ? — ^As  far  as  we  are  concerned,  I 
would  ;  at  the  same  time,  it  would  be  an  increased  charge  upon  the  common  fund.  * 

5640.  Do  you  think  that  that  increase  would  be  a  formidable  one  r— No ;  I  do 
not  think  it  would  be  very  considerable. 

5641 .  If  the  increase  in  the  rates  should  not  be  very  considerable,  and  the  poor 
would  be  benefited,  I  suppose  upon  the  whole  you  would  be  in  favour  of  that 
change  ? — Yes,  upon  the  whole,  I  should. 

5642.  Mr.  Knight.']  It  would  give,  would  it  not,  a  considerable  number  of  per- 
sons the  power  of  applying  for  relief  who  have  not  that  power  now  ? — Yes,  it 
would,  certainly. 

5643.  And  would  thereby  increase  the  whole  number  of  the  poor  ? — ^Yes,  it 
would. 

5644.  Suppose  you  were  to  give  them  irremovability  after  three  years'  resi- 
dence, do  you  think  it  should  be  as  union  paupers,  or  would  it  be  better  to  give 
them  parochial  settlements  ? — I  would  rather  give  them  parochial  settlements, 
certainly. 

5645!  Mr.  BarrowJ]  May  it  not  happen  that  part  of  the  increase  of  the  charge 
for  the  irremovable  poor,  nlay  have  arisen  from  the  increase  in  the  number  of  the 
irremovable  poor  under  the  operation  of  the  law,  rather  than  from  laxity  in 
administering  relief  ?— I  do  not  think  there  has  been  any  great  increase  in  the 
number ;  we  had,  at  the  commencenjent,  a  great  number  of  vagrants,  which 
swelled  the  number  of  the  irremovable  poor ;  they  have  considerably  decreased  of 
late.  I  would  just  take  the  half-year  ending  Michaelmas  1850;  there  were  329 
vagrants  during  that  half-year,  and  14  tramps.  Comparing  that  half-year  with 
the  last  half-year,  ending  Lady-day  i860,  there  were  only  altogether  282 
vagrants. 

5646.  Then  the  charge  for  vagrants,  to  the  common  fund,  per  head,  will  pro- 
oably  not  reach  a  shilling,  because  it  would  be  merely  for  a  single  night  or  a 
Qouple  of  nights  ? — One  or  Iwo  nights. 

5647.  Consequently,  it  would  add  but  a  very  small  item  to  the  expense ;  but 
the  question  I  asked,  was  more  with  reference  to  the  irremovable  poor,  properly 
so  called.  Vagrants  are  not  properly  irremovable  poor.  Of  the  irremovable 
poor,  properly  so  called,  has  not  the  number  increased  in  something  like  the 
same  per-centage  as  the  amount  of  your  payments  has  increased  ?— I  do  not 
think  it  has ;  I  see  at  Michaelmas  1850  we  had  1 ,309  out-door  irremovable  poor ; 
at  Lady-day  1859,  ^^  ^^^  i>387f  but  they  have  decreased  since  then. 

5648.  Is  not  the  difference  between  1,300  and  a  small  fraction^  and  nearly 
1,400,  as  great  a  per-centage  as  the  increase  from  2,000/.  at  one  period  to  2,200  /. 
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E.KJdmitBngf  at  the  other? — Yes,  but  they  have  decreased  again  siiice  that;  for   looking  to 
B^  the  two  last  half-years;  at  Michaelmas  they  were  1,156,  and  at  Lady-day  1,272. 

— ' 5649.  I  observe  that  your  average  payment,  for  the  last  three  years^  has  beea 

13  July  186a     pretty  much  the  same  ?— The  average  payment  for  the  last  three  years  has  been 
2,396/. 

5650.  And  the  dtffereace  of  100/.  in  2,000 /•  might  really  ariae  from  the 
difference  in  the  largeness  of  the  fiunilies  of  the  persons  who  hi^ppened  to  obtain 
relief? — ^It  might 

5651.  Mr«  Tolkmache.]  I  understood  you  to  say,  that  looking  to  the  interests 
of  the  poor  as  well  as  of  the  ratepayers,  you  would  be  in  favour  of  the  period  for 
gaining  irremoTabiUty  being  reduced  from  five  years  to  three  years? — Yes;  the 
only  objection  that  I  should  have  to  that  would  be  the  increased  cost ;  at  the 
same  time  I  said,  I  think,  that  the  increased  cost  would  not  be  considerable,  but 
I  have  no  doubt  that  tliere  would  be  an  increase. 

5652.  Looking  to  the  interests  of  the  poor^  as  well  as  to  the  interests  of  the 
ratepayers,  you  ate  in  favour  of  reducing  the  period  of  residence  from  five  years 
to  three  years  ? — ^Yes. 

5653.  I  understood  you  to  say,  in  answer  to  a  question  that  was  put  bo  you^ 
that  you  woukl  like  a  person  by  three  years'  residence  ratlier  to  gain  a  parochial 
settlement  ? — Yes ;  I  should  like  it  to  be  a  charge  upon  the  parbh. 

5654.  The  parish  in  which  the  irremovability  was  obtained  ? — Yes. 

5655*  Would  not  that  work  rather  haidly  in  some  parishes.  I  do  not  say  ia 
your  union ;  but  the  Committee  have  had  cases  brought  before  them  in  which 
some  parishes  have  slipped  out  altogether  from  contributing  towards  the  commou 
fund ;  in  one  union  it  was  stated  that  there  were  four  parishes  which  no  longer 
contributed  anything  to  the  common  fund,  and  yet  some  of  those  parishes  obtained 
their  labour,  from  the  adjoining  parishes,  wherein  their  own  paupers  had  gained 
irremovablliW«  In  that  case,  would  it  not  appear  to  you  to  be  very  hard  upon 
those  other  parishes,  from  which  the  parishes  which  had  slipped  out  altogether  from 
contributing  anything,  derived  their  labour,  that  they  should  pay  for  the  paupers 
as  if  they  belonged  to  them  ? — My  answers  were  really  very  much  confined  to  the 
experience  that  I  have  gained  in  the  two  large  unions  vmh  which  I  have  been 
connected,  Taunton  and  Bridgwater ;  and  the  reason  for  my  answer  is  this :  that 
it  seems  to  me,  that  if  a  labourer  has  resided  for  three  years  in  a  parish,  and  has 
given  that  parish  the  benefit  of  labour  for  that  time,  it  is  only  fair  and  reason- 
able that  that  parish  should  be  at  the  cost  of  maintaining  him  when  sick  and 
disabled. 

5656.  Suppose  a  man  left  parish  A,  that  being  a  close  parish,  and  went  into 
parish  B,  and  gained  irremovability  in  parish  B,  but  still  continuing  to  work  for 
parish  A,  do  you  think  that  if  he  became  a  pauper,  it  would  be  fair  upon  parish 
fi,  that  the  whole  of  the  expense  of  his  maintenance  should  be  thrown  on  that  parish, 
although  he  worked  in  parish  A,  and  that  parish  A  should  not  pay  one  &rthing  ? — 
No. 

5657.  Supposing  that  this  state  of  things  does  prevail  to  a  very  considerable 
extent  in  some  of  the  unions,  should  you  be  in  favour  of  such  a  state  of  the  law  ? 
— I  should  not  be  in  favour  of  it.  In  my  union,  I  think  there  is  only  one  parish 
which  may  be  called  a  close  parish  in  it. 

5658.  I  understood  you  to  sa}^  that  you  had  considered  simply  the  circum- 
stances of  your  own  union,  and  not  those  of  other  unions,  and  that  you  had  not 
much  inquired  into  the  matter  ? — No  ;  I  have  given  the  result  of  my  experience! 
which  has  been  confined  to  the  two  unions  with  which  I  have  been  connected. 

5659.  Did  you  read  any  of  the  evidence  which  has  been  published,  and  which 
was  taken  last  Session  before  the  Committee  ? — I  forget ;  but  I  have  read  a  great 
deal  of  the  evidence  at  di£&rent  times,  which  has  been  given  on  these  subjects. 

5660.  The  evidence  that  you  have  given  has  reference  simply  to  your  experience 
m  this  particular  union  ? — ^Yes ;  in  that  union,  and  from  some  experience  whidi  I 
have  gained  by  attending  to  the  administration  of  the  Poor  Law,  in  a  neighbouring 
union,  of  which  I  was  chairman  for  some  years. 

5661.  Taking  into  consideration  all  these  parishes  as  a  whole,  do  you  think  that 
the  common  fund,  being  raised  according  to  the  averages,  works  fairly  ? — ^Yes ; 
I  do. 

5662.  Is  that  the  opinion  of  the  guardians  generally  ? — ^Yes,  I  thmk  so. 

5663.  The  guardians  have  never  expressed  uiy  dissatasfacdoa  with  the  present 
state  of  things  in  that  uoion,  as  to  die  comsion  fund  being  raised  according  to  the 
averages  ? — No. 

5664.  Sir 
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5664.  Sir  IV.  Miles.']  Is  Bridgewater  a  large  union  ? — It  is  about  the  same  ^  K.Meait 
size  as  Taunton ;  I  think  a  few  more  parishes.  Eiq. 

5665.  Do  the  o}>servation8  which  you  have  made  relative  to  the  irremovable  ■  '   " 
poor  in  the  Taunton  Union  correspond  with  your  experience  in  the  Bridgewater      »8  Wjf  >•*. 
Union? — I  can  hardly  answer  that  question^  because  I  became  unconnected  with 

the  Bridgewater  Union  just  about  the  time  that  the  Act  passed ;  therefore  I 
have  had  no  experience  of  the  working  of  the  Irremovable  Act  in  the  Bridgewater 
Union. 

5666.  Mr.  Knight^  A  case  was  brought  before  this  Committee  of  a  large  fen 
parish  which  contained  no  labourers*  houses,  the  whole  of  the  labourers  living  in 
the  neighbouring  town  of  Spalding ;  and  it  appeared  that  the  labourers  carry 
from  this  fen  parish.  Deeping  Fen,  something  more  than  10^000  /.  a  year  in  wages 
into  Spalding,  which  is^I  believe,  a  little  agricultural  town;  the  property  tax 
assessment  had  increased  in  28  years,  that  is  from  1815  to  1845,  ^v^oi  17,000  2. 
to  66,000  2.  a  year ;  under  these  circumstionces,  should  you  not  consider  that  the 
10,000  Z.  a  year  brought  in  from  that  close  parish  of  Deeping  Fen  must  have 
had  some  effect  in  enriching  the  town  of  Spalding? — It  is  a  very  strong 
ejcample. 

5607.  Do  you  not  consider  that  the  wages  earned  in  one  parish,  and  carried 
-out  and  spent  in  another  parish,  would  enrich  the  parish  where  they  were  spent 
rather  than  the  one  where  they  were  earned  ? — I  have  had  no  experience  of  such  a 
case  ;  but,  of  course,  it  must  have  the  effect  of  enriching  the  parish  where  the 
wages  are  spent ;  in  answering  the  Honourable  Member^s  question,  what  was 
really  in  my  mind  was  one  close  parish  which  I  have  stated  to  be  in  our  union, 
the  labourers  living  in  the  adjoining  parish. 

5668.  I  find  in  one  close  parish,  Orchard  Portman,  in  your  union,  that  the 
real  rental  returned  to  the  property  tax  assessment  in  1815  was  779/.  a  year, 
and  in  1843,  that  is  28  years  afterwards,  it  was  only  718  £.,  showing  a  decrease 
of  6]  /.  a  year  in  that  time  \  would  you  consider  the  practice  adopted  in  Orchard 
Portman  of  paying  wages  to  be  spent  in  another  parish  as  practically  a  good  one 
under  these  circumstances  ? — No,  I  do  not  know  that  it  is. 

5669.  Chairman-]  Do  you  suppose  that  the  cause  of  the  diminution  in  the 
annual  rental  of  this  parish  has  been  owing  to  paupers  not  living  in  it? — I  cannot 
say  that. 

5670.  Are  you  accustomed  to  think  that  paupers  are  a  source  of  wealth  to  a 
district?— No.  It  is  an  extremely  small  parish,  certainly;  and  that  diminution 
cannot  be  at  all  referable  to  the  fact  of  there  being  no  houses. 

5671.  Mr.  Barrow.']  Can  you  at  all  inform  the  Committee  whether  that  dimi- 
nution may  not  have  been  owing  to  the  scarcity  in  the  number  of  houses  ? — I 
really  cannot  account  for  it  at  all  with  regard  to  that  one  parish* 

5672.  Chairman^  It  is  owned  by  one  proprietor,  is  it  not  ? — It  is  all  owned  by 
Lord  Portman.  With  reference  to  that  one  parish,  I  may  bring  to  the  attention 
of  the  Committee  a  return  that  1  have  here,  and  it  appears  that,  for  the  year 
ending  Lady-day  i860,  the  entire  relief  charged  to  that  parish  was,  in  the  first 
half  year,  9/.  1 1^.  4^2-,  and,  in  the  second  half  year,  7 1.  Us.  7  cf.,  and  the  share  of 
the  in-door  irremovable  poor  relief  was  5*.;  making  the  total  charge  for  in-door 

'  relief  for  that  parish  17/.  1  ^.  iid.  With  regard  to  out-door  relief  for  that 
parish,  in  the  first  half  year,  ending  Michaelmas  1859,  they  had  not  one  single 
pauper,  and  nothing  is  charged  at  all ;  in  the  second  half  year,  ending  Lady- 
day  i860,  they  paid  1 1  2s.  2d.  for  their  out-door  poor,  whereas,  during  the  year, 
they  paid  4/*  5^*  as  their  share  to  the  common  fund ;  so  that  they  paid,  during 
the  year,  a  great  deal  more  towards  their  share  to  the  comaK>n  fund  than  they 
paid  to  their  out-door  poor. 

5673.  What  is  the  population  of  the  parish  ?— Forty-nine. 
5674-  And  vdiat  is  the  acreage  ? — I  do  not  know  what  that  is. 

5675.  Mr.  Tollemache-]  I  have  no  doubt  that  the  owner  of  this  close  parish  in 
your  union  is  a  high-minded  add  liberal  man ;  but  you  are  aware  that  it  is  in  the 
power  of  any  large  proprietor,  who  is  the  sole  owner  of  a  parbh,  by  pulling  down 
cottages,  to  throw  the  poor  into  the  neighbouring  parish,  which  may  be  the  only 
parish  from  which  he  could  obtain  his  labour,  and  that  he  would  thereby  in  a  few 
years  relieve  his  own  parish  from  all  payment  of  rates ;  do  you  think  that  that 
power  should  be  possessed  by  any  one  individual? — I  should  not  much  like  any 
law  that  fettered  any  individual  in  doing  what  he  liked  with  his  own  property.  I 
xnean  as  to  pulUng  down  booses. 

^     5676.  I. am  speaking  of  the  law  as  it  exists  now.    If  a  cbse  parish  belonged 
I-      ,  0.95.  P  P4  to 
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U.  K*  Meade Xingi^o  one  individual,  that  individual  has  the  power  now,  by  pulling  down  tbe 

^*  cottages,  of  throwing  his  poor  altogether  on  to  another  parish.     His  tenants  would 

'~j  ^       still  supply  their  labour  from  the  other  parish,  apd  in  a  few  years  his  parish 

13   aij  i86a      would  be  relieved  altogether^  from  the  payment  of  rates,  and  the  burden   be 

thrown  altogether  on  the  proprietors  of  the  neighbouring  parish? — ^That  is  unfair; 

but  it  is,  of  course,  in  the  breast  of  every  proprietor  to  do  what  he  likes  with  his 

own  houses-     There  is  no  doubt  that  it  would  be  inflicting  a  hardship  upon  the 

adjoining  parishes. 

5677.  Do  not  you  think  that  that  hardship  would  be  lessened  very  much  indeed 
if  the  rates,  at  all  events  with  regard  to  the  common  fund,  were  raised  according 
to  the  rateable  value,  instead  of  according  to  the  averages,  so  that  these  large 
proprietors  could  not  slip  out  of  a  contribution  to  the  common  fund  ? — No  ;  for 
that  would  seem  a  great  hardship  upon  other  persons  who  did  not  act  in  that  way, 
Ic  would,  to  a  certain  extent,  remedy  the  hardship  that  you  allude  to,  as  to  that 
one  close  parish,  but  it  would  inflict  a  very  great  hardship  upon  other  parishes 
in  the  union. 

5678.  Why  so? — I  should  say  that  it  would  be  a  great  hardship  upon  my 
parish,  for  example.  I  do  not  know  why  all  the  relief  in  my  parish  should  be 
charged  upon  the  common  fund,  because  parish  A  chooses  to  pull  down  all  their 
houses  and  get  their  labour  frotn  other  parishes. 

5679.  I  did*  not  speak  of  all ;  I  only  spoke  of  the  irremovable  poor,  not  the 
settled  poor  ?— Yes  ;  I  do  not  know  why  my  parish  B  should  suffer  as  it  would 
do  for  the  sins  of  parish  A. 

5680.  No.  In  this  union  of  yours  the  proprietors  appear  to  have  acted  in  a 
very  fair  and  proper  manner  ;  but  we  know  from  the  evidence  that  has  been  given 
before  this  Committee  of  cases  in  which  parishes  have  altogether  slipped  out 
from  contributing  to  the  common  fund,  in  consequence  of  their  poor  leaving 
those  parishes  and  residing  in  neighbouring  parishes  ? — ^Yes. 

5681.  Those  parishes  still  having  the  same  supply  of  labour  which  they  had 
before  ? — Yes. 

5682.  When  you  learn  that  this  prevails  in  other  unions  are  you  still  in  favour 
of  that  state  of^^  things  being  continued,  and  the  common  fund  being  raised 
according  to  the  averages  and  not  according  to  the  rateable  value  ? — -I  do  not 
know  to  what  extent  it  might  prevail ;  but  I  vvould  rather  confine  my  answers  to 
my  own  experience  in  my  own  neighbourhood. 

5683.  Your  observations  relate  especially  to  the  union  of  which  you  are 
chairman,  and  also  to  other  unions' in  which  you  have  had  some  experience  as  to 
the  working  of  the  law  ? — Yes. 

5684.  Sir  W.  MilesJ]  Have  you  a  county  lunatic  asylum  ? — Yes. 

5685.  Can  you  state  to  the  Committee  wliat  is  the  cost  per  head  for  each 
lunatic? — 75.  7^.  per  week  for  the  lunatics  of  our  own  county;  there  is  an 
increased  charge,  I  forget  what  it  is,  but  there  is  an  increased  charge  in  the  case 
of  a  lunatic  not  belonging  to  our  county. 

5686.  In  the  union  of  which  you  are  chairman,  the  Taunton  Union,  have  you 
many  lunatics? — We  have  had  altogether  in  the  half-year  ending  Lady -day 
1860,41  lunatics. 

5687.  Chairman.']  In  the  asylum  ? — Yes. 

5688.  Sir  JV.  Mxle8!\  How  many  of  those  41  were  borne  upon  the  common 
fund  ? — Only  two. 

5689.  ITie  39  were  paid  for  by  their  respective  parishes,  I  presume? — Yes. 

5690.  What  do  you  think  would  be  the  effect  of  throwing  the  whole  charge  of 
pauper  lunatics  upon  the  common  fund?— I  think  that  it  would  be  inflicting  a 
very  great  hardship  indeed  upon  the  rural  parishes,  for  it  appears  by  the  paper 
which  I  have  handed  in,  that  ai  of  those  pauper  lunatics  are  charged  to  the  two 
town  parishes  of  Taunton  St.  Mary,  and  Taunton  St.  James.  The  total  cost  for 
the  half  year  of  the  39  lunatics  charged  to  the  parishes  amounted  to  355  Z.,  of 
which  nearly  one  half  is  borne  by  the  two  town  parishes ;  consequently,  if  the 
whole  charge  were  transferred  to  the  common  fund,  those  two  town  parishes 
would  be  relieved  to  the  extent  of  171  /.,  and  ihat  would  be  distributed  over  all 
the  other  parishes  in  the  union. 

5691.  Chairman.]  What  did  you  say  was  the  charge  for  the  21  lunatics?— 
It  is  proportionate;  I  find  that  the  charge  for  the  town  lunatics  is  171  /•  Now, 
that  171  /.  exceeds  the  whole  cost  of  the  town  parishes  in  maintaining  their  in- 
door poor,  and  all  their  vaccination  fees  for  the  whole  of  that  half  year^  so  that  if 
that  were  distributed,  it  would  give  some  idea  of  the  extent  to  which  tho^e  two 

town 
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town  parishes  would  be  relieved,  if  that  sum  were  taken  from  them  and  dis-  R.  K.  Meade  King, 
tributed  over  the  rural  parishes,  and  the  extent  to  which  the  latter  would  be  Esq. 

charged.  • 

5692.  Distributed  as  it  is  distributed  now,  according  to  the  latter  averages  ? —       13  July  i860. 
Yes. 

5693.  Sir  /F.  Miles.']  In  the  return  which  I  hold  in  my  hand,  I  find  that  there 
are  no  less  than  23  of  the  parishes  which  have  no  lunatics  whatever,  consequently 
any  alteration  which  should  place  the  relief  afforded  to  lunatics  upon  the 
common  fund,  would  shift  the  burden  from  whose  parishes  which  now  bear  the 
burden  of  their  own  pauper  lunatics  upon  those  parishes  which  do  not  bear  it  ? — 
Precisely. 

5694.  And  consequently  that  would  be,  according  to  your  ideas,  unjust  ? — 
Yes. 

5695.  Chairman.']  Have  you  given  in  the  rateable  value  of  the  union  ? — Yes, 
I  have ;  the  whole  rateable  value  of  the  union;  the  calculations  last  mentioned 
are  all  for  one  half  year  only. 

5696.  It  would  be  oppressive,  as  you  distribute  it  now,  if  the  charge  for  the 
lunatics  was  distributed  over  the  country  parishes ;  but  if  distributed  according 
to  the  rateable  value  of  the  whole  union,  it  would  be  almost  imperceptible,  would 
it  not? — I  have  not  calculated  it,  but  it  could  not  be  very  much. 

5697.  You  attach  some  importance  with  reference  to  there  being  more  or  less 
pauperism  to  management,  and  you  ascribe  I  think  the  increase  of  the  charge 
very  much  to  the  nature  of  the  management  ? — ^Yes. 

5698.  Lunatics  are  not  dependent  upon  management  ? — No. 

5699.  I  take  it  that  lunacy  is  quite  beyond  all  control  and  vigilance  ? — Yes. 

5700.  Does  not  that  almost  afford  a  ground  for  casting  the  cost  of  their  main- 
tenance upon  the  property  of  the  union;  you  would  not  have  more  lunatics  be- 
cause cast  upon  the  union  ? — No. 

5701.  You  will  admit  that  the  burden  of  the  poor  generally  ought  to  be  borne 
by  the  property  ? — Yes ;  but  then  it  seems  to  me  that  each  parish  ought,  as  much 
as  possible,  to  bear  the  burden  of  its  own  poor. 

5702.  But  out  of  that  springs  great  vigilance  on  the  part  of  the  ratepayers,  and 
especially  on  the  part  of  the  guardians,  in  keeping  down  pauperism.  I  am  talking 
now  of  a  case  that  is  fairly  chargeable  upon  the  property,  which  is  a  calamity 
that  nq  management  can  avert,  and  which  does  occur ;  would  not  that  be  a  fair 
charge  upon  the  whole  property  of  the  union  ? — I  have  not  given  very  much 
attention  to  that. 

5703.  But  it  is  a  question  that  has  been  raised  whether  more  charges  could  not 
be  cast  upan  the  common  fund  with  justice  ? — Yes. 

5704.  Mr.  Barrow.]  Do  you  find,  in  your  lunatic  asylum,  that  there  are  more 
lunatics  in  proportion  to  the  population  than  in  the  rural  districts  ?— Yes ;  we 
have  found  that. 

5705.  And  particularly  in  a  borough  town? — I  think  I  may  say,  that  in  our 
union,  being  a  visitor  of  the  County  Lunatic  Asylum,  we  have  a  very  large  pro- 
portion of  pauper  lunatics,  compared  with  other  unions  in  the  county:  and  I 
attribute  that,  in  some  measure,  to  this :  the  former  chairman  of  our  union, 
Mr.  Popham,  took  a  very  active  part  in  the  establishment  of  the  lunatic  asylum, 
and  he  impressed  upon  the  guardians  the  great  desirability  of  sending  every  case 
of  lunacy,  at  its  first  commencement,  to  the  asylum,  in  the  hope  that  a  cure 
might  be  effected.  I  believe  the  guardians  adopted  that  suggestion,  and  I  have 
always  followed  it  up ;  but  certainly  the  fact  is,  that  our  union  has  a  larger  pro^ 
portion  of  lunatics  in  the  asylum  than  I  believe  almost  the  same  population  in 
any  other  part  of  the  county. 

5706.  Mr.  Dodsan.]  Do  you  think  that  the  lunatics  would  be  treated  with 
greater  liberality  if  the  charge  were  thrown  upon  the  common  fund,  instead  of 
remaining  upon  the  different  parishes? — They  would  be  treated  precisely  the 

same  in  the  lunatic  asylum.  •  , 

Sycj.  Would  there  be  more  disposition  on  the  part  of  the  guardians  to  treat 
them  with  liberality,  although  lunatics,  if  tlie  charge  were  placed  upon  the 
common  fund  ?— I  do  not  know  that  it  would  make  any  difference,  because 
I  think^  without  any  exception,  when  we  find  a  pauper  who  is  stated  by  any 
one  of  the  medical  oflScers  to  be  a  lunatic,  he  is  sent  as  a  matter  of  course  to  the 
asylum. 
0.95.  Q  Q,  5708.  There 
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5708.  There  is  no  disposition  for  tlie  sake  of  econoniy  to  keep  them  away? — 
I  think  not. 

5709.  Sir  W.  MilesJ]  Have  you  paid  any  attention  to  the  method  of  collecting 
the  rates,  both  the  county  rates  and  the  parochial  rates  ? — Yes,  I  have. 

5710.  Is  the  way  in  which  the  parochial  rates  are  managed,  in  your  opinion, 
objectionable  ? — I  think  that  very  few  of  the  poor  rates  in  my  neighbourhood 
are  made  in  accordance  with  the  Parochial  Assessment  Act,  and  perhaps  very 
few  would  stand  an  appeal ;  they  are  all  rated  low. 

5711.  You  were,  I  believe,  chairman  of  a  committee  for  making  a  new  county 
rate,  about  13  years  ago,  in  the  county  of  Somerset? — ^Yes- 

571 2.  You  fiave  had  the  power  of  inspecting  closely  the  parochial  rates  ? — Yes. 
We  called  for  a  return  of  all  parochial  rates  throughout  Ae  eounty. 

5713*  Will  you  be  good  enough  to  state  in  what  condition  you  found  them 
with  regard  to  fairness  ? — Perhaps  it  would  be  the  fortes!  way  for  me  to  read  au 
extract  from  the  report  of  the  county  rate  committee  which  was  presented  to 
the  sessions  on  that  subject:  **The  committee  beg  to  state  that,  in  the  com- 
mencement of  iheir  proceedings,  they  called  for  and  obtained  returns  from  the 
overseers  of  the  several  parishes  in  the  county  of  the  gross  and  net  annual  value 
at  which  the  rateable  property  in  each  parish  was  assessed  to  the  poor  rate ;  and 
they  likewise  obtained  from  the  clerks  to  the  Property  Tax  Commissioners 
returns  of  the  net  annual  value  at  which  such  property  was  assessed  to  the  pro- 
perty tax.  The  discrepancies  in  these  returns  were  very  great  indeed,  and,  in 
some  instances,  irreconcilable ;  and  they  w^e  generally  so  inaccurate,  that  the 
committee  felt  they  could  not  safely  adopt  either  the  one  or  the  other  as  a  correct 
basis  whereon  to  make  a  county  rate." 

5714.  What  method  did  you  adopt  to  reconcile  those  great  diflferences? — 
With  the  sanction  of  tlie  magistrates  in  quarter  sessions,  we  employed  four  sur- 
veyors of  eminence  in  our  county,  and  we  assigned  to  each  of  them  a  separate 
district,  and  they  were  enabled  from  their  own  local  kncmledge,  and  from  their 
experience  to  ascertain  pretty  nearly,  without  actual  survey,  what  was  the  real 
net  value  of  the  several  properties  in  each  of  those  divisions  in  the  county.  From 
those  returns  we  ultimately  made  a  county  rate. 

57)5.  Was  the  rate  so  made  satisfactory,  or  were  there  any  appeals  from  it? 
— The  committee  heard  a  good  many  objections  to  the  rate  on  the  part  of 
different  parishes ;  I  forget  how  many ;  but  the  result  was,  after  making  certain 
alterations  in  the  rate,  that  the  rate  was  confirmed  at  the  sessioss,  and  I  do  not 
think  there  has  been  a  single  appeal  against  it.  I  can  hand  in  a  statement  of  the 
county  rate  in  the  several  parishes  in  our  union,  with  the  exception  of  Chnrch 
Stanton,  which  is  in  Devonshire,  which  perhaps  the  Committee  would  like  to 
compare  with  the  rateable  value  (the  same  being  handed  in). 

5716.  This  shoM*s  what  you  assess  for  the  county  rate  ? — Yea. 

5717.  It  diflTers  very  much  from  the  poor  law  assessment? — ^IttitfTers  in  the 
Taunton  Union,  1  think,  to  this  extent,  that  die  county-rate  valuatiun  of  the 
parishes  comprising;  the  Taunton  Union,  exceeds  the  rateable  value,  according  to 
Idle  poor  rate,  by  upwards  of  29,000  L 

S7i8.  What  proportion  is  that;  about  a  sixth ?-*- Yes ;  about  a  fifth  or  a 
sixth. 

5719.  Can  j^u  mention,  alsot  the  property  tax  assessnsentP^-iNo,  I  have  not 
got  that. 

5720.  That,  again,  differs  from  the  county  rate,  does  it  aat  ? — Yes. 

•  5721.  Mr.  Dodson.']  Do  you  know  how  mneh  it  difiers  imm  the  county  ratef 
'-^1  cannot  speak  to  that  from  memory. 

5722.  Have  you  any  idea  what  it  is? — No ;  I  should  say  that  I  think  ft  is  less 
than  the  property  tax  assessment. 

5723.  Sir  W.  Miles^  At  what  cost  to  the  county  was  this  new  county  rate 
made? — I  think  about  1,000/.,  or  1,200  I. 

5724.  Including  the  expenses  of  the  four  surveyors? — Yes. 

5725.  Have  yon  at  all  turned  your  attention  to  union  seitilement  rating? 
— Yes. 

5726.  What  is  your  own  opinion  with  respect  to  that? — I  think  it  wouid 
be  very  unadvisable — again  speaking  from  my  own  experience  in  my  own 
union ;  I  think  it  would  be  very  tardensome  to  our  smafl  rural  parishes ; 
I  think  it  would  be  taking  the  burden  from  the  town  parishes,  and  from  the 
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pauperized  rural  pu-ishes,  and  distriboting  that  burden  oniairly  and  unjustly  upon 
tbe  other  rural  parishes  Aot  so  pauperised. 

5727.  Cbairman.]  Then  you  would  leave  things  as  they  are  f — I  would  a  great  — ^ 
deal  rather  have  parochial  rating  than  onion  rating.                                                      ^^^7 

5728.  Sir  W.  Jmi^.]  Do  jou  conceive  that  there  is  the  same  unfairness  now, 
Bot  through  the  operation  of  tbe  Poor  Law  Board,  but  owing  to  the  diflerent  Acts 
of  Parliament,  md  tlie  Gilbert  anions  which  now  exist  in  the  country,  so  that 
t9wns,  or  parishes  in  towns,  are  unfairly  joined  to  rural  parishes? — That  is  the 
case,  1  apprehend,  in  some  instances. 

5729.  Are  you  aware  that,  so  eairly  as  1848,.  Sir  George  NichoUs  recommended 
t&at  an  alteration  should  be  made  in  that  respect? — ^Yes;  I  have  here  the  First 
Annual  Report  of  tlie  Poor  Law  Board,  which  I  have  looked  at  with  reference  to 
this  sufc^ect  when  I  knew  that  i  was  to  be  examiiiied  before  tbe  Committee,  and  I 
have  here  the  Ball  which  was  prepared  at  that  time,  in  August  1 848,  and  it  is 
entitled  a  Bill  to  provide  for  the  more  equitable  d'ffitjributioo  of  the  charge  for  the 
lelief  of  tbe  poor  in  eerlahi  cities  and  towns.  At  that  time  it  appears  that  it  was 
proposed  to  rate  according  to  the  county  rate,  and  not  according  to  the  poor  rate, 
for  I  see  that  there  is  this  seedon  in  the  Bill :  *'  And  }ye  it  enacted,  that  tbe  guar- 
dians of  every  such  union,  in  making  their  order  of  contribution  on  the  several 
parishes,  shall  take  the  annual  rateable  value  of  such  property  in  every  parish 
therein,  ft*ocn  the  valuation  upon  which  such  parish  was  assessed  to  tiie  cotinty 
rate,  or  where  there  is  no  county  rate,  to  the  borough  ward  rate,  or  other  rate  ia 
the  nature  of  a  county  rate." 

5730.  In  that,  letter  of  Sir  George  NichoUs  he  spoke  very  strongly  on  the  sub- 
ject, did  he  not  ?— ^There  is  an  instructional  letter  addressed  to  tbe  overseers  and 
to  the  goardians,  in  which  he  uses  these  words :  "  Whatever  may  be  the  validity 
of  the  arguments  that  are  advanced  in  behalf  of  parochial  cbargeability  for  the 
general  relief  of  tbe  poor,  they  appear  lurdty  to  hold  good  in  the  case  of  towns 
ciMnprising  several  parishes.  The  labour  and  property  of  every  town  must  be 
r^jarded  as  tbe  common  stock  of  the  whole  town.  The  labourer  does  not  ordi- 
narily work  in  the  parish  in  which  he  resides ;  but  the  fact  more  commonly  is, 
that  while  the  shops,  factories,  wharfs,  counting-houses,  and  the  better  kind  of 
dwelling-houses  are  in  one  part  of  the  town,  the  poor  reside  in  another  part,  which 
is  often  in  another  parish.  The  pauperism  of  the  latter  parish  has  to  be  main- 
tained by  its  own  poor  inhabitants,  while  the  bulk  of  the  property  of  the  towa 
has  little  or  no  pauperism  to  maintain.  This  unequal  distribution  of  a  commoa 
burthen  seems  to  be  inconsistent  with  justice  and  policy." 

5731.  Chairman.]  What  he  proposes  there  is  at  variance  with  the  Parochial 
Assessment  Act  ? — Yes, 

5732.  In  that  Act,  they  indicate  to  the  officials  in  making  the  valuation,  how 
they  are  to  determine  tbe  rateable  value? — ^Yes;  they  have  done  that,  and  there 
have  been  several  instructional  letters  of  that  kind  issued*  The  Parochial  Assess- 
ment Act  was  passed  before  this,  I  th'mk,  m  1836. 

5733-  Sir  fV.  Miles.]  Is  it  a  great  hardship,  in  your  opinion,  that  certain  town 
districts  from  tl)e  operation  of  these  htwg,  should  be  placed  at  a  disadvantage  by 
rural  parishes  ? — Yes ;  it  is. 

5734-  Of  course  the  greater  tbe  charges  tliat  are  throwu  upon  the  common 
fund,  ilie  more  would  the  large  urban  parishes  be  benefited  by  the  transfer  of  the 
charge  upon  the  rural  districts? — Yes. 

5735.  Mr.  Knig/it.'\  I  find  that  the  value  of  the  real  property  in  your  union  in 
1815  was  very  small  compared  to  what  it  was  in  1843,  when  it  appears  it  was 
55,000/.  a  year,  of  which  the  two  town  parishes  of  Taunton  had  25,000/.  a 
year,  leaving  30,000/.  a  year  for  the  rest  of  the  union  ;  with  that  great  increase 
m  the  value,  do  you  think  it  would  be  unfair  that  they  should  bear  some  higher 
rates  ?->Some  higher  rate,  but  I  think  it  ought  not  to  be  disproportionate. 

5736.  CAainwrtn.]  You  would  alter  the  proportiotis  a  little? — ^Yes ;  it  would 
alter  the  proportions  if  the  town  parishes  wei^e  relieved. 

5737.  Do  you  say  that  it  would  be  more  equitable  ? — ^No  ;  I  say  that  it  would 
alter  the  proportion. 

5738.  Then  it  is  not  desirable,  perhaps? — I  do  not  think  it  is  desirable  to  relieve 
the  town  panshcs  at  the  expense  of  the  rural  parishes. 

5739  I  think  you  say  that  the  valuation  is  very  imperfect? — The  poor-rate 
valuation  is  certainly  imperfect;  generally  speaking,  I  think  that  every  poor 
rate  is  assessed  upon  too  low  a  sum. 
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E.K.McfMte  Kinfy      5740.  In  the  Taunton  Union? — Yes ;  I  think  on  this  matter  that  I  may  speak 
Eiq-  not  only  of  the  Taunton  Union,  but  of  many  others,  that  not  only  is  the  poor 

rate  assessed  upon  too  low  a  sum,  but  they  are  not  all  made  in  the  same  pro- 

J3J«ly  *86o.     portion,  or  anything  like  it;  probably  one  parish  maybe  20  or  25  per  cent, 
below  the  actual  rackrent,  and  another  parish  may  be  10  per  cent,  below. 

5741.  Then  a  re-valuation  is  much  required? — Yes;  many  valuations  have 
been  made  in  recent  years,  but  still  there  is  no  doubt  whatever  that  they  are 
too  low,  with  the  exception  of  the  tithes,  which  are  almost  always  rated  at  the 
full  sum. 

5742.  You  would  have  a  re-valuation  on  a  uniform  basis? — One  would  like  to 
have,  of  course,  a  valuation  of  each  parish  as  accurate  as  it  could  be  made  in 
accordance  with  the  principles  of  the  Parochial  Assessment  Act. 

5743.  Mr.  Knight.]  But  it  makes  very  little  difference  to  the  ratepayers,  so 
that  the  same  proportion  is  observed  ?-^Now  it  does  not  make  nearly  the  difler- 
ence  that  it  did,  inasmuch  as  we  know  that  the  ratepayers  pay  their  share  to  all 
county  taxes  according  to  the  county  rate,  and  they  pay  their  share  for  relieving 
the  poor  upon  the  averages. 

5744.  Mr.  Barrow.]  Their  share  to  the  relief  of  the  irremovable  poor  ? — Yes. 

5745.  Your  settled  poor  are  nearly  twice  as  much  as  your  irremovable  poor? 
—Yes. 

5746.  Chairman.']  I  think  you  said  that  it  only  cost  1,000/.  to  re-value  the 
county? — Only  about  i,ooo/.  or  1,200/.,  and  for  this  reason,  that  no  actual 
survey  was  made. 

5747.  It  was  not  a  tenement  valuation? — No;  I  can  explain  the  mode  which 
those  surveyors  adopted.  Say,  Surveyor  A.,  who  had  a  very  large  district 
assigned  to  him,  probably  in  the  course  of  his  professional  business  had  in  his 
office  the  actual  valuation  of  a  great  .many  of  the  estates  in  that  part  of  the 
county  ;  probably  he  was  steward  for  a  great  number  of  landed  proprietors,  and 
by  that  means  knew  the  actual  rackrent ;  and  principally  from  those  data,  and 
being  well  acquainted  with  the  county  he  made  a  sort  of  rule-of-three  sum ;  that 

'  is,  if  an  estate  of  1,000  acres  produces  so  much  (and  I  know  that  its  rackrent  is 
so  much),  land  of  a  corresponding  value  immediately  adjoining  must  be  worth  so 
much. 

5748.  But  your  values  were  independent,  were  they  not? — Yes,  quite  so; 
that  was  the  way  in  which  it  was  done,  without  going  over  the  land  and  making 
an  actual  survey  and  valuation  of  it. 

5749.  You  said  that  you  very  often  had  a  difficulty  as  to  determining  whether 
a  man  should  be  put  on  the  common  fund  or  not,  and  that  even  questions  arose 
which  you  referred  to  the  central  Board  ? — Yes,  as  to  settlement. 

57/50.  That  would  be  a  question  whether  you  should  remove  them  or  not  ? — 
Yes ;  whether  the  cases  came  under  the  Irremovable  Act.  ' 

5751.  That  is  no  question  of  law,  but  rather  a  question  of  residence  and  of 
fact? — Sometimes  legal  points  have  arisen  upon  which  doubts  have  occurred,  and 
we  have  submitted  those  matters  to  the  Poor  Law  Board. 

5752.  Perhaps  your  difficulty  arises  in  ascertaining  the  truth  of  the  statements 
made  by  the  paupers  ? — ^Partly  owing  to  that  and  partly  owing  to  the  state  of  the 
law;  there  have  been  some  cases,  I  think,  decided  upon  the  point,  such  as  The 
Queen  v.  Bennet,  and  cases  of  that  kind,  which  led  us  to  feel  great  difficulty  in 
determining  certain  cases. 

5753-  You  always  remove,  I  suppose,  when  you  can  ?— Yes ;  unless  the  relief 
required  is  something  so  very  small   that  the  parish  have  not  thought  it  worth 
while  to  incur  the  expense  of  removal. 

5754.  la  it  not  sometimes  a  matter  of  calculation  whether  it  is  worth  while  to 
remove  or  not?— Yes  ;  sometimes  in  the  cases  of  persons  of  great  age,  between 

80  or  90.  ^     .  .  r 

5755.  Is  there  an  indisposition  at  present  to  remove  compared  with  any  former 

period  r — ^No,  I  do  not  think  there  is. 

5756.  Does  it  go  on  as  much  as  it  used  to  do  ?— There  is  nothing  like  the 
number  of  appeals  that  there  used  to  be. 

^757,  You  have  not  come  to  any  conclusion  as  to  whether  it  is  better  to  keep 
them  on  the  spot  rather  than  incur  the  expense  of  removing  ihem  ?— No. 

5758.  You  are  aware  that  the  litigation  is  much  less  than  it  used  to  be  ?— Yes  ; 
in  the  great  majority  of  cases  where  we  remove  a  pauper  it  is  done  without  any 

appeal.  .    . 
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5759.  And  where  a  question  arises  it  is  referred  to  the  central  Board? — ^Most  B.K.ii€adeKpigy 
commonly.  Eiq. 

5760.  Sir  W.  Miles.]  In  the   county  of  Somerset,  taking  the  whole  of  the        

appeals,  there  are  not  above  12  entered  in  a  year? — No.  *3  Jwly  i86o. 

5761.  And  not  above  four  or  five  of  them  come  off? — No. 

5762.  Mr.  Ayrlon.]  Is  it  the  practice,  in  the  rural  parishes  with  which  you 
are  acquainted  in  the  employment  of  labour,  to  make  an  arrangement  with  the 
workpeople,  with  special  regard  to  keeping  them  off  the  poor  rates  ? — No. 

5763.  You  think  that  that  does  not  in  the  least  influence  the  employers? — No; 
not  at  present;  there  is  a  great  scarcity  of  labour  just  now  in  our  union. 

5764.  Can  the  resident  workpeople  in  your  parish  get  in  the  harvest  without 
assistance  from  persons  beyond  the  parish  ? — I  think  that  very  few  are  employed 
who  come  from  beyond  the  parish,  a  good  many  people  from  Devonshii'e 
come  through  our  union  and  go  higher  up,  where  they  get  still  higher 
wages. 

5765.  I  asked  you  whether  the  resident  workpeople,  within  the  limits  of  each 
parish  in  your  union,  are  sufficient  to  carry  the  whole  of  the  harvest  without  any 
assistance  ? — ^Yes ;  without  any  material  assistance.  It  might  possibly  happen 
that  a  farmer  might  get  one  extra  man  on  occasionally ;  but,  generally  speaking, 
the  harvest  is  got  in  by  the  persons  employed  by  the  farmers  regularly. 

5766.  Are  the  labourers  employed  by  the  year  or  by  the  week? — By  the 
week,  almost  all. 

5767.  Does  the  employment  cease  when  the  weather  is  unfavourable  for  agri- 
cultural operations  ? — In  a  great  many  cases  it  is  the  habit  of  the  farmers  not  10 
employ  the  men  if  we  have  one  or  two  continuous  wet  days,  so  that  in  the  winter 
some  of  the  men  certainly  lose  work  in  that  way,  but  that  is  only  the  case,  I 
think,  with  the  small  farmers. 

5768.  Are  the  wages  that  are  paid  to  these  people,  on  the  average  through- 
out the  year,  sufficient  for  the  maintenance  of  themselves  and  their  families? — 
It  is  a  problem  that  I  have  never  been  able  to  solve ;  the  wages  in  our  district 
are  low ;  the  ordinary  rate  of  wages,  excepting  just  now,  during  the  harvest, 
have  been  from  8  ^.  to  9  ^.  a  week,  and  three  pints  of  cider  per  day ;  that  is  an 
increase  of  1  s.  per  week  compared  with  what  the  wages  used  to  be  a  year  or  two 
back. 

5769.  During  harvest  time,  is  any  of  the  additional  portion  of  the  wages  paid 
by  an  increased  quantity  of  cider  ? — By  a  greatly  increased  quantity  of  cider, 
and  by  increased  money  wages. 

5770.  Are  there  any  bene6t  societies  in  the  district?— Yes. 

5771.  Are  they  generally  contributed  to  by  the  working  people  ? — ^es;  they 
are. 

5772.  Is  the  sum  which  they  receive  in  sickness  sufficient  to  supply  their 
wants?— Not  entirely;  and  the  practice  of  our  union  has  been  this:  when  we 
find  that  a  man  who  applies  for  relief  belongs  to  a  benefit  society,  we  inquire 
what  amount  of  relief  he  receives  during  his  sickness,  and  we  estimate  that  at 
one-half;  we  think  it  fair  that  a  man  should  be  entitled  to  some  extra 
benefit  from  being  a  member  of  a  benefit  society. 

5773.  Supposing  the  Poor  Law  was  administered  with  care  and  attention, 
what  inducement  would  there  be  for  any  person  to  seek  relief  more  than  there  is 
now,  if  the  people  were  allowed  to  move  about  freely,  and  to  become  chargeable 
wherever  they  happened  to  fall  destitute?— I  think  1  would  say  that  they  are  so 
now ;  they  are  perfectly  free  as  to  the  circulation  of  labour ;  there  is  nothing  to 
prevent  a  man  going  from  one  part  of  our  union  to  another,  where  he  finds  that 
he  can  better  himself.     I  do  not  know  that  there  is  any  restriction  now, 

5774.  If  the  restrictions  which  exist  in  the  law  were  taken  away,  no  incon- 
venience would  arise,  in  your  opinion? — I  am  not  aware  that  the  law  prevents  a 
man  going  from  one  parish  to  another  to  seek  work.  If  a  farmer  in  my  parish 
were  short  of  labourers,  I  do  not  think  that  there  would  be  any  reluctance  on  his 
part  to  seek  those  labourers,  either  from  another  parish  or  from  another  county, 
on  the  ground  that  he  would  by  that  means  be  bringing  a  burden  on  his  parish. 

5775.  You  think  that  he  would  not  take  into  account  whether  they  would  stay 
in  his  parish  for  any  particular  period  ? — I  think  that  that  feeling  did  operate  once, 
but  1  am  sure  it  does  not  now. 

5776.  Then  no  inconvenience  would  arise  from  putting  an  end  to  the  law  of 
removal,  in  your  opinion  ? — I  do  not  see  exactly  that  that  quite  follows,  because, 

0-95.  Q  Q  3  if 


Digitized  by 


Google 


310  MINUTES  OF  EVIDENCE  TAKEN  BEFORE  THE 

Bk  K.  KeaieKk^  ^  ^  farmer  thought  that  under  no  circumstances  could  he  remove  a  poor  person 
Esq.  back  to  his  own  parish,  he  might  doubt  wliether  or  not  he  would  engage  him  to 

wwk  for  him. 

13  JulfiSte.  5777-  Would  there  be  any  additional  inducement  for  a  man  to  make  himself 

chargeable,  or  more  than  there  is  now,  if  a  change  in  the  law  were  to  be  made ; 
assumino;  always  riiat  the  relief  w^s  administered  with  strictness,  so  as  to  prevent 
imposture  ? — 1  do  not  ihink  that  any  man  has  an  inducement,  one  way  or  the 
other,  to  make  himself  chargeable ;  it  is  rather  whether  the  employer  of  the  labourer 
seeks  to  prevent  jt;  at  present  I  do  not  think  he  does,  and  if  he  wants  labour,  he 
goes  where  he  can  get  it. 

George  Darby y  Esq.,  called  in ;  and  Examhied. 

67.Dar^,  Esq.        5778.  Chairman.^  ARE  you  chairman  of  any  Board  of  Guardians  ? — Not  at 
present ;  1  was  whai  the  new  Poor  Law  first  came  into  operation. 

5779.  Mr.  KnightJ]  You  were,  for  some  years,  Member  for  the  county  of 
Sussex  ? — Yes. 

5780.  And  you  are  now  one  of  the  Commons  Inclosure  Commissioners? 
—Yes. 

5781.  You  w^ere  well  acquainted  with  the  working  of  the  Poor  Law  before  the 
introduction  of  the  new  Poor  Law  ? — Yes ;  my  parish  was  in  debt,  I  think,  at 
that  time.  About  35  men  were  employed  on  tlie  roads,  and  I  was  requested  to 
take  the  management  of  the  parish ;  and  1,  as  overseer,  took  the  management  of 
It  for  about  three  years. 

5782.  With  what  success? — I  turned  the  whole  of  the  men  oflTthe  roads,  and 
I  put  them  to  job-work  ;  we  got  rid  of  all  the  surplus  labour,  and  I  got  rid  of  the 
payment  to  the  extra  children.  We  reduced  the  rates  nearly  half;  and  we  had 
not  a  man,  I  believe,  in  that  time  who  went  before  the  petty  sessions. 

5783.  At  the  time  the  unions  were  formed,  you  were  chairman  of  a  union  ? — 
Yes ;  of  Hailsham  Union. 

5784.  You  got  the  whole  thing  into  working  order  ? — As  chairman  of  the 
union  I  had  a  very  g<»od  set  of  guardians  10  work  with,  and  I  do  not  attribute 
anythinj>;  to  myself.  With  regard  to  the  parish,  I  relieved  it  from  its  difficulties^ 
and  as  chairman  of  the  union,  I  discharged  my  duty  as  well  as  I  could. 

5785.  Chairman.']  Have  you  been  chairman  since  the  Act  came  into  opera- 
tion, which  this  Committee  are  inquiring  into? — No;  not  since  that. 

5786.  Have  you  had  any  experience  of  the  working  of  tliat  Act? — Yes; 
constantly,  in  various  ways.  The  whole  of  these  questions  have  come  before 
me,  and  as  chairman  of  the  petty  sessions  I  have  also  seen  the  working  of  the 
new  Poor  Law  Act. ' 

5787.  Have  you  any  objection  to  offer  to  the  renewal  of  this  Act  ? — I  do  not 
object  to  the  renewal  of  the  Five  Years*  Act,  having  paid  considerable  attention 
to  the  subject.  I  must  say  that  I  should  not  like  the  time  reduced.  I  think  it 
would  approximate  to,  and  that  it  must  come  eventually,  if  I  understand  the 
questi  'U,  to  positive  union  rating. 

5788.  Then  yon  would  object  to  a  reduction  of  the  period  ? — Yes  ;  and  I  wiU 
state  to  the  Committee  why  I  think  so  ;  if  you  came  to  union  rating  1  should  then 
say  that  the  objection  to  coming  on  the  Consolidated  Fund  for  the  poor,  which  I 
always  resisted,  would  be  removed.  At  one  time  there  was  a  great  movement 
in  ttie  country,  to  get  the  rating  out  of  the  Consolidated  Fund,  and  1  resisted  it 
upon  these  grounds;  that  if  that  were  done  the  poor  would  not  be  cared  for,  and 
that  the  persons  who  best  knew  their  character,  and  who  were  intimately 
acquainted  with  them,  would  cease  to  be  administrator.^,  and  therefore  that  the 
relief  would  be  wrongfully  administered.  That  objection  applies,  in  a  great 
degree,  to  union  rating;  to  so  great  a  degree,  that  I  think,  inasmuch  as  union 
rating  would  be  unjust  to  property,  then  I  should  say,  go  on  at  once,  take  the 
step  at  once,  and  go  to  the  Consolidated  Fund. 

5789.  But  you  object  on  both  grounds ;  you  think  it  would  be  injudicious 
with  regard  to  the  poor,  and  unfair  as  to  property  ? — ^Yes. 

5790.  Do  you  mean  this,  that  it  is  a  charge  for  the  poor  in  the  union  on  the 
rateable  value  of  the  property  in  that  union  ? — Yes ;  and  I  think  it  does*  not 
represent  a  true  principle  of  rating.     For  instance,  when  the  unions  were  first 
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formed,  I  will  take  my  own  parisli ;  if  that  parish  had  gone  on  with  the  manage-     O.  SMy^Csq* 

ment  it  had,  our  rating  would  have  beenaboot  the  highest  in  the  union  ;  whereafl,       

in  consequence  of  the  trouble  that  was  taken,  and  the  farmen  agreeing  to  emi^y      13  July  i86o. 

the  poor,  our  rating  was  halved,  and  our  union  expenses  were  comparatively  low  ; 

we  had,  before  the  New  Poor  Law,   hardly  a  workhouse,   except  for  the  old 

people ;  and  I  think  it  would  have  been  very  unfair,  in  referenoe  to  Uie  parish 

next  to  me,  which  had  taken  no  trouble  whatever,  if  I  had  been  charged  equally 

with  it,  because  the  same  amuunt  of  rental  was  in  one  parish  as  tl^  other ;  if  I 

had  been  charged  the  sam$  union  expenses,  because  I  had  gone  to  the  trouble^ 

and  bad  employed  my  own  men  out  of  my  own  pocket,  and  that  I  was  agam  to 

pay  for  the  union  expenses,  the  same  as  another  man  who  had  done  nothing  of 

the  kind,     1  think  that  a  principle  is  best  elucidated  by  a  strong  case,  and  I  say 

that  the  same  thing  applies  now.     I  say  that  there  is  00  reason  why  persons  wfa^ 

employ  their  own  poor,  and  take  the  trouble  to  manage  their  own  parish  well, 

should  not  have  the  advantage  of  that  management  and  tliat  employment. 

5791-  Do  not  you  see  that  the  present  system  does  not  secure  uniform  good 
■wnagement ;  that  every  now  and  then  an  enlightened  individual  may  reform 
bis  parish,  whereas  his  neighbour  has  not  the  same  enlighteament  or  disposition 
to  do  it.  By  union  supervision  the  whole  of  the  country  has  been  more  or  less 
better  managed,  and  the  question  is,  whether  something  still  better  can  be  done 
now  ? — Although  I  am  not  chairman  of  the  Board  of  Guardians,  I  have  occa- 
sionally gone  there ;  I  think  parishes  are  well  managed  now ;  tlie  reason  of  it  is 
tills :  every  guardian  now  represents  one  parish,  and  he  knows  a  pauper,  and  the 
circumstances  of  the  pan  per,  and  the  case  is  discussed,  there  being,  probably,  a 
representative  from  each  parish  on  the  day  present,  and,  therefore,  that  case  is 
justly  deah  with ;  and  yet,  as  far  as  I  have  seen,  not  hardly  dealt  with.  But,  sup- 
pose you  had  union  rating,  then  it  is  quite  clear  that  thiu  interest  in  each  pariah 
would  be  gone,  and  that  the  guardiana  would  not  pay  that  atteation  to  it ;  and,  in 
the  first  instance,  there  would  be,  probably,  great  laxity.  If  you  had  union 
giiardians,  they  would  certainly  not  take  the  same  interest,  or  know  so  well  the 
circumstances  of  the  people,  as  parochial  guardians  do ;  I  think  that  that  would 
be  tivpossible. 

5792.  As  representing  property,  would  they  not  be  more  accountable  than  th^ 
are  now  ? — You  forget  that  nine-tenths  of  the  guardians  are  tenant  farmers  in 
their  own  parish,  and  if  you  get  union  guardians— and  I  have  a  very  strong  opinion 
upon  that — I  am  perfectly  convinced  that  if  you  get  union  guardians  to-morrow, 
they  would  neither  understand  the  matter  as  they  do  new,  nor  would  they  pay  the 
sanae  attention  to  it. 

5793.  Would  not  the  proprietors  ? — It  would  be  impossible  to  expect  them  to 
attend. 

5794.  But  would  they  not  look  after  the  management  very  closely? — No;  1 
do  not  think  it  is  natural  to  expect  iu  I  will  take  a  parish  under  lease  ;  the  man 
who  has  a  right  to  look  after  the  rates  is  the  lessee ;  he  has  to  pay  the  rates,  not 
the  proprietor.  Suppose  I  say  to  a  man,  you  are  paying  thisinau  too  little; 
be  would  say,  1  am  the  lessee  of  your  property ;  I  have  get  to  pay  the  rates. 

5795.  Mr.  Ayrtm.']  Wiiy  would  the  guardians  -not  be  acquainted  with  the 
affairs  of  the  union  just  as  well  with  a  union  rating  as  they  are  now  ? — Becamse 
rf  I  came  from  a  parish  I  should  occasionally  attest  the  vestry  meetings,  and  I 
probably  know  the  character  of  the  men  m  the  parish,  what  a  man  is,  and  what 
bis  circumstances  are;  1  know  whetlier  he  i»  coming  improperly  for  relief  or 
not. 

5796.  But  why  will  that  knowledge  be  abaent  from  the  Board,  because  of 
union  rating  ? — ^When  I  spoke  of  union  rating,  and  said  that  it  was  unjust,  the 
question  then  was,  why  could  not  the  union  guardians  attend  equally  well  to  the 
interests  of  the  different  parishes;  and  I  said  because  their  interest  is  uot  specially 
identical  with  the  particular  parishes. 

.5797.  Then  you  have  assnmed  that  the  guardians  would  be  elected  by  the 
whole  union,  and  not  as  now,  when  each  guardian  is  elected  by  a  particular  part  of 
it  7 —  Each  guardian  now  is  elected  by  a  separate  parish^  and  represents  the  mteresta 
of  that  parish,  and  each  puriab  in  the  Jinion  is  represented  by  its  guardian  at  the 
Board. 

5798.  In  all  your  answers  you  have  assumed,  have  you  not,  that  that  system 
ipould  be  changed  ? — I  understood  the  question  was  put  to  me  upon  that  supposi* 
tion. 

^.95*  Q  Q  4  5799*  Suppose 
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5799.  Suppose  you  misunderstood  the  proposition,  which  meant  that  the  union 
13  Jnlj  i860,  should  not  in  its  aggregate,  elect  a  whole  Board  of  Guardians,  but  that  each  com- 
ponent part  of  the  union  should  elect  a  guardian  to  attend  at  the  Board  in  the 
same  way  as  Members  of  the  House  of  Commons  are  elected  by  their  constituen- 
cies ;  and  supposing  the  guardians  to  be  elected  as  Members  of  the  House  of  Com- 
mons are  elected,  then  would  any  of  the  observations  you  have  made  apply  to 
such  a  Board  of  Guardians  ? — In  the  first  place,  is  that  question  to  be  answered 
upon  the  assumption  that,  supposing  there  is  a  union  rating,  each  parish  in  that 
union  is  to  be  represented  by  a  guardian  ?  , 

5800.  Yes ;  each  parish  in  the  union  would  elect  one  or  two  guardians? — ^Then 
I  say  that  the  reason  why  that  guardian  would  not  have  the  same  interest  in  it  is 
this,  that  when  the  expenditure  is  out  of  the  common  fund,  individual  responsi- 
bility ceases — and  the  House  of  Commons  is  a  very  apt  illustration,  for  if  the 
House  of  Commons  bad  to  raise  taxes  out  of  their  own  pockets  they  would  be 
careful  of  the  expenditure ;  but  as  the  expenditure  is  in  respect  of  the  whole 
county,  it  is  supposed  that  sometimes  it  is  not  so  carefully  looked  after,  and  it  is 
the  case  with  every  public  body — and  if  the  guardians  had  to  spend  the  money  of 
the  union,  I  think  they  would  be  very  much  less  likely  to  attend  to  the  business 
than  if  they  bad  to  attend  to  the  interests  of  their  own  parish* 

5801.  Would  there  not  be  this  advantage,  as  compared  with  the  present  state 
of  things,  that  at  present  the  representative  of  a  parish  has  no  power  whatever 
over  the  charge  upon  that  parish  ? — It  is  perfectly  true,  but  the  diflTereuce  is  this : 
a  guardian^  as  now  elected  under  the  present  law,  attends  at  the  Board  of 
Guardians  and  looks  after  his  own  parish  ;  though  it  is  as  true  that  the  rest  of  the 
Board  of  Guardians  have  a  voice  in  it ;  but  if  you  altered  the  system,  no  particular 
guardian  would  look  so  much  to  the  particular  interest  of  his  own  parish,  but 
having  a  common  fund  to  resort  to,  he  would  continue  to  take  money  out  of  that 
common  fund,  in  order  to  deal  with  the  relief. 

5802.  Your  analogy,  I  think,  fails,  because  at  present  the  representative  of  a 
parish  has  no  power  whatever  over  the  charge  on  his  own  parish,  but  that  power 
is  vested  in  the  hands  of  the  other  guardians  ? — Yes ;  but  the  diflference  is  this,  that 
every  member  of  a  Board  of  Guardians  under  the  new  law  would  have  no  separate 
concern  or  interest  in  his  own  parish  ;  and  if  the  whole  of  them  would  have  no 
separate  pecuniary  interest,  they  would  deal  with  those  funds  much  less  carefully 
than  if  they  had  each  a  separate  interest. 

5803.  In  the  one  case  you  would  say  that  the  one  guardian  has  an  interest, 
and  the  others  have  none,  in  the  question  to  be  discusse<l ;  but  in  the  other  case 
all  the  guardians  would  have  an  equal  interest,  would  they  not? — No;  very  little 
interest  at  all. 

5804.  Would  they  not  all  have  an  equal  interest  ?— Yes ;  but  it  is  very  diffe 
rent ;  I  understood  the  Honourable  Member  to  ask  me  this :  was  it  now  the  case 
that  they  had  an  individual  interest,  and  then  would  they  have  an  equal  interest. 

5805.  No  ;  in  the  present  state  of  the  law,  one  guardian  has  an  interest  in  a 
particular  question,  and  all  the  others  have  none;  whereas,  if  the  law  was 
changed,  each  guardian  would  have  an  equal  interest,  would  he  not? — Yes;  but 
in  the  present  state  of  the  law,  a  guardian  of  a  particular  parish,  as  far  as  I  have 
seen,  represents  the  character  of  a  man,  and  the  condition  of  the  man,  and  the 
matter  is  inquired  into  ;  and  he  is  a  guide  to  the  rest  of  the  guardians ;  he  is 
the  one  mat)  who  has  a  particular  interest  in  it ;  but,  in  the  other  case,  you  w  ould 
combine  them  together,  and,  thus  combined  together,  no  one  of  them  would  have 
any  interest,  or  a  very  small  one. 

5806.  You  think  that  the  particular  representative  of  a  particular  district  from 
which  a  pauper  came  would  cease  to  give  that  infornmtion  to  the  Board  which 
he  does  now,  if  the  rate  were  charged  in  the  other  way?— Yes;  I  believe 
it  would  come  to  paid  guardians,  and  I  think  that  would  be  very  mis- 
chievous. 

5807.  Do  you  know  whether  the  union  of  which  you  are  speaking  proceeds 
on  the  representation  of  the  guardian,  or  of  the  relieving  officer  ? — -That  is  a 
difficult  question  to  answer.  Each  guardian  says,  *'Do  you  know  this  man?" 
The  relieving  officer  is  asked  the  question.  The  first  inquiry  that  is  made  of  that 
kind  is  whether  the  guardian  knows  the  circumstances  of  the  man,  and  he  is  more 
likely  to  know  thena  than  those  who  do  not  live  in  the  parish ;  but  both  from  the 
relieving    officer    and   from  the  particular   guardian,  the   best  information  is 

obtained. 

5808.  C^nmLJ 


Digitized  by 


Google 


SELECT  COMMITTEE  ON  IRREMOVABLE  POOR.  313 

5808.  Chairman.']  The  relieving  oflScers  are  the  persons  upon  whom,  in  reality,  g.  Darbyf  E«|. 

you  depend  r— Yes ;  but  the  relieving  officer  very  often  has  to  get  his  informa-  

tion  from  other  people.  13  joiy  i86o« 

5809.  He  is  paid,  is  he  not? — Yes. 

5810.  And  I  suppose  he  is  selected  for  his  competency? — Yes. 

581 K  And  I  presume  he  is  impartial  in  the  manner  in  which  he  discharges 
his  duty  ? — Yes  ;  but  at  the  same  time  I  cannot  help  thinking  that  where  you  get 
men,  like  guardians,  who  are  generally  selected  for  their  intelligence  and  stand- 
ing in  .  a  parish,  they  are  generally  most  valuable  men  as  to  the  information  they 
give. 

5812.  Sir  W.  Miles.]  Does  not  a  parochial  guardian  very  often  act  as  a  check 
upon  the  relieving  officer  ? — No  doubt  that  must  be  the  case.  I  have  known 
instances  often  where  a  particular  man  has  left  a  place,  and  he  might  have 
obtained  a  very  good  place,  but  he  has  left  it  from  some  fault  that  has  not  come 
to  the  knowledge  of  the  relieving  officer,  and  then  the  guardian  says :  *'  You 
were  working  with  So-and-so,  and  you  have  left  him ;  you  committed  such  a 
fault,  and  that  was  the  cause  of  it  ;'*  and  in  that  way  I  consider  that  the  guardians, 
from  the  knowledge  they  have  of  these  cases,  are  a  most  valuable  body  of  men. 

5813.  Chairman.]  Do  you  think  they  would  not  attend  the  Board  of  Guardians 
if  they  had  not  an  immediate  interest  in  keeping  down  pauperism  in  their  own 
parishes? — Pardon  me;  I  did  not  say  putting  down  pauperism.  I  may  take  a 
general  interest  in  the  aflfoirs  of  a  parish,  but  it  is  not  putting  down  pauperism ;  I 
have  known  them  state  cases  in  which  they  thought  an  allowance  of  mutton 
should  be  kept  on  to  a  man. 

5814.  I  mean  in  checking  imposture? — Yes. 

5815.  Mr.  Dodsan.]  Is  the  Hailsham  Union  a  very  large  one? — There  are 
11  parishes. 

5816.  Aie  they  extensive  parishes  ? — ^Yes. 

5817.  The  objections  which  you  have  been  urging  against  union  rating  would 
apply  less  to  some  other  unions  than  the  one  you  have  spoken  of? — If  you  take 
all  England  through  I  believe  it  applies — I  think  it  is  impossible  to  take  every 
union — I  look  at  it  as  a  general  question,  and  I  think  in  all  these  cases,  in  picking 
out  close  parishes,  you  ought  not  to  take  particular  cases,  which  are  exceptions  to 
the  rule,  because  that  is  not  a  thing  that  you  can  legislate  upon. 

5818.  Sir  IV.  Miles.]  Close  parishes  are  except;ions  to  the  rule?— Yes;  for 
instance,  I  do  not  believe  that  there  is  an  acre  of  the  property  belonging  ta 
Christ's  Hospital  that  I  have  not  seen,  and  I  know  that  constantly  we  are 
receiving  applications  for  building  cottages  on  that  property,  in  consequence, 
I  believe,  of  labour  getting  scarce ;  it  is  found  now,  I  believe  invariably,  that 
you  must  have  labour  attached  to  property,  and  applications  to  have  cottages 
built  on  farms  are  becoming  very  numerous,  and  they  arc  attended  to.  At  the 
present  time,  in  the  Inclosure  Office,  under  different  companies  Acts,  the 
applications  are  very  numerous.  There  was  a  difficulty  in  building  cottages  on 
settled  property,  but  now  there  is  an  opportunity  of  doing  it ;  and  it  is  taking 
place  to  a  large  extent,  and  constant  applications  are  being  made ;  not  that  a  par- 
ticular cottage  will  pay  so  much  per  cent.,  but  in  consequence  of  the  value  of 
resident  labour  to  the  farmers,  which  adds  an  additional  value  to  the  farm.  The 
money  that  is  applied  for  approaches  to  a  million  and  a  half.  I  cannot  give 
accurately  the  number  of  cottages  actually  applied  for,  but  it  is  very  large,  and 
invariably  the  grounds  are,  the  distance  which  the  men  have  to  walk  coming  to 
their  work  ;  and  to  have  farm  labourers  attached  to  the  property. 

5819.  Mr.  Barrow.]  The  farmers  have  found  that  it  is  a  very  great  deal  better 
to  have  the  labourers  close  to  their  work  ? — Unquestionably. 

5820.  The  irremovable  poor  are  at  present  charged  to  the  parishes  according 
to  the  averages  ? — Yes. 

5821.  Do  you  remember  the  Poor  Law  as  it  was  before  the  year  1834? — 
Yes. 

5822.  Tl)en  the  benefit  of  good  management  in  the  parish  which  you  have 
mentioned  enabled  them  to  have  small  averages,  and  when  unions  commenced,  to 
commence  with  small  averages? — ^Yes. 

5823.  Part  of  that  good  management,  I  have  no  doubt,  consisted,  in  your  case, 
in  finding  better  employment  for  the  poor ;  and  part  of  that  management,  also,  in 
many  parishes,  consisted  in  preventing  settlements  being  gained  by  hiring  under  a 
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Q.  Datb^  Esq.    subterfiigc,  instead  of  for  a  year  ? — No  doubt  settlement  is  entirely  altered  ;  it  is 
-  -       altered  from  what  it  was  at  that  time. 

13  July  18B0.  5824.  The  Law  of  Settlement  was  altered  in  1834,  but  for  some  years  before 
that,  had  not  the  practice  prevailed  in  many  parishes  of  preventing  settlements  by 
a  subterfuge  in  hiring  for  51  weeks  only,  instead  of  a  year  r— I  think  not  at  that 
time ;  in  the  older  cases  it  might  be  so. 

5825-  I  speak  of  the  period  from  1815  to  1834? — With  the  exception  of  Car- 
,  ters'  boys,  I  think  it  was  a  yearly  hiring  all  round  the  part  of  the  country  that  I 
know  of;  and  I  have  men  who  have  lived  with  me  for  36  or  40  years;  but  they 
are  all  weekly  labourers.  *• 

5826.  Then  in  your  part  of  the  country  the  practice  did  not  prevail,  which 
did  prevail  in  the  counties  with  which  I  am  acquainted,  of  hiring  for  51  weeks 
instead  of  for  a  year  for  several  years,  before  1 834  ? — I  have  no  doubt  that  it 
was  done. 

5827-8.  Then  the  parishes  which  introdaced  that  practice,  and  in  which  that 
practice  was  carried  on  to  its  greatest  extent,  of  course  are  benefiting  at  the  pre- 
sent time  by  their  contributions  to  the  common  fund,  being  charged  upon  low 
averages,  having  very  few  settlements? — I  do  not  know  to  what  extent  parishes 
did  that ;  it  is  very  difficult  lo  answer  that  question  ;  but  I  can  only  judge  from  the 
number  of  places  where  those  fair  hirings  were;  but  it  appeared  to  uie  that  the 
parishes  were  pretty  generally  alive  to  that  fact. 

5829.  1  know  that  before  1834,  they  had  all  become  pretty  generally  alive  to 
it,  but  some  parishes  had  begun  the  practice  earlier,  and  of  course  they  Kave  now 
very  much  fewer  settlements? — I  should  say  now,  judging  from  the  want  of 
labour,  that  if  those  parishes  had  got  a  supply  of  labour  from  that  circumstance, 
they  are  no  losers  by  it;  because  now,  instead  of  having  surplus  labour,  there  is  a 
deficiency ;  the  public  drainage  all  oter  the  country  has  incrwwed  materially  in 
cost  from  the  want  of  labour ;  and  I  mean  to  say  that  in  the  winter  time  before 
1 834,  there  was  an  enormous  auiount  of  surplus  labour,  and  then  the  idea  always 
was  emigration ;  but  will  you  show  me  any  parish  now  that  will  tliink  of  emi- 
gi-ating  the  whole  of  the  poor? 

5830.  You  do  not  say  thst  those  settlements  thsA  were  created  by  hiring  and 
servkre,  but  which  did  not  establish  a  man  in  a  perish — ^for  his  setdement  depended 
upon  his  last  year's  hiring — you  do  not  mean  to  say  that  that  conferred  any  par- 
ticular benefit  on  the  parish  ?— -No ;  I  do  not  say  at  the  time  it  was  done  that  it 
did  confer  a  benefit  upon  a  parish ;  but  what  I  say  is  this,  that  when  emigration 
was  carried  to  ^uch  an  extent,  I  thought  that  the  time  might  come  when  it  would 
not  be  so  advisable,  except  to  a  very  limited  extent ;  we  did  it  to  a  very  limited 
extent  in  certain  families,  but  I  objected  to  emigration  to  a  very  large  extent,  and 
I  am  glad  that  I  did  so. 

5831.  You  are  aware  that  the  building  of  cottages  now  to  enable  a  labourer  to 
live  where  he  works  does  not  confer  a  settlement  ?  —I  do  not  think  it  matters 
whether  it  confers  a  settlement  or  not. 

5832.  But  I  want  to  know  why,  in  the  case  of  a  parish  which  receives  the 
'  benefit  of  the  labour  having  been  free  from  early  settlements  acquired,  you  think 

that  that  parish  which  has  the  benefit  of  the  labour  should  not  contribute  to 
the  relief  ol'  the  pauperism  ? — I  do  not  quite  understand  the  question. 

5833.  If  a  man  comes  into  one  of  the  new  cottages,  and  lives  there  five  years, 
the  parish  has  had  the  benefit  of  his  kibour,  and  he  becomes  irremovable  and 
chargeable  to  the  common  fund  ? — Yes. 

5834.  The  parish  which  has  had  the  benefit  of  his  labour,  having  had  little  or 
no  averages,  is  consequently  contributing  little  or  nothing;  is  that  fair? — You 
argue  from  a  state  of  facts  in  one  particular  parish;  that  is  arguing  from  a  particular 
to  a  general. 

5835.  I  assume  that  that  is  the  case  very  generally  throughout  the  country  ;  I 
asj^ume  that  every  cottage  that  is  built  not  conferring  settlement  in  any  way,  the 
parisii  in  which  the  cottage  is  built,  and  in  which  the  labourer  works,  will  have  all 
the  benefit  of  the  labour,  but  not  be  liable  to  contribute  to  the  future  pauperism  ? 
— If  a  labourer  has  lived  there  five  years,  he  becomes  irremovable,  and  liable  to  be 
relieved  out  of  the  union  fund. 

5836.  Exactly? — Ii  I  understand  you,  you  assume  that  every  cottage  which  is 
built  is  to  be  inhabited  by  a  man  who  has  not  a  settlement  in  a  parish  ? 

5837.  No.  I  ask  you  whether  you  think  it  fair,  that  when  a  man  has  become 
irremovable  from  having  occupied  a  cottage  five  years,  and  given  his  labour  to  the 
parish,  and  then  becomes  chargeable  to  the  common  fund,  the  parish  in  which  he  has 
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laboured  should  contribute  nothing  to  that  common  fund.  I  assume  that  the  parish  in      G?.  Darh^^^  I>q. 
which  he  has  laboured,  having  been  very  well  managed,  and  having  got  rid  of  its      — — — 
settlements  in  a  great  measure,  pays  little  or  nothing  to  the  averages? — I  must      ^3  '^^y  ^^^^* 
still  say  tliat  that  is  arguing  from  a  particular  to  a  general.     I  believe  that  the 
general  operation  of  such  a  law  would  be  an  unjust  one,  because  I  think  this,  that 
if  they  wish  it,  parishes  are  still  properly  managed ;  and  I  say,  that  you  have  no 
right  to  go  into  a  particular  parish,  which  has  cost  the  union  a  mere  nothing,  and 
say,  because  your  rental  is  10,000/.  a  year,  you  shall  pay  for  the  poor,  upon  the 
whole  10,000/.  a  year. 

5838.  The  question  that  I  put  was  this :  Whether  the  parish  which  had  had 
the  benefit  of  the  labour  should  not  contribute  to  pay  for  the  pauperism  ? — The 
answer  is  this  :  that  it  does  contribute  to  the  pauperism  in  the  union ;  it  is  a 
question  what  proportion  it  should  contribute ;  the  two  questions  are  totally  dif- 
ferent. You  ask  me,  is  it  fair,  if  I  bad  a  man's  labowr,  that  I  should  contribute 
nothing  for  him ;  the  question  is,  what  {proportion? 

5839.  Mr.  Jyrton.']  How  would  you  deal  with  the  question,  when  a  parish  has 
had  no  chargeable  pauperism,  and  therefore  has  contributed  only  a  nominal  sum 
to  the  common  fund,  and  subsequently  has  cottages  erected  in  it,  in  which  people 
reside  for  a  period  of  five  years,  and  thereupon  those  people  become  irremovable 
and  chargeable ;  but  the  parish  which  has  so  had  the  benefit  of  the  labour  of 
those  people  for  five  years,  by  reason  of  the  relation  in  which  it  stands  to  the 
common  fund,  pays  nothiog,  while  the  rest  of  the  union  pays  lor  those  paupers ; 
how  would  you  deal  with  that  case  ? — If  you  ask  me  that  as  a  political  question, 
I  think  that  those  parishes  who  would  build  good  cottages  for  the  labourers  are 
the  very  last  that  I  would  punish  for  it;  consequently  I  would  give  them  the 
advantage  of  it,  instead  of  being  against  them.  If  I,  in  a  particular  parish,  say 
that  I  will  build  good  cottages  for  labourers,  and  supply  persons  who  have  not 
got  them  with  cottages,  it  would  be  a  most  injudicious  thing  to  put  an  end  to  that 
by  legislation. 

5840.  Do  you  think  that  other  parisheB  should  pay  for  the  pauperism  which 
has  sprung  up  in  the  parishes  where  the  cottages  are  built,  or,  in  other  words, 
that  the  other  parishes  should  pay  for  the  pauperism  of  the  people  in  the  parishes 
in  which  the  cottages  have  been  built,  as  a  reward  to  the  parishes  for  building  the 
cottages  r — So  far  from  building  good  cottages  leading  to  pauperism,  I  think  that 
it  is  what  prevents  it. 

5841.  Sir  W.  Miles,']  I  suppose  that  upon  the  property  belonging  to  Christ's 
Hospital  a  vast  number  of  cottages  are  built  for  the  habitation  of  the  labourers  r 
— A  good  many  have  been  built. 

5842.  Then  it  will  be  necessary,  if  labourers  do  not  exist  in  a  particular 
parish,  to  obtain  them  from  a  distance,  and  they  will  come  and  reside  and  obtain 
DO  settlement  in  that  parish,  but  become  irremovable  in  five  years ;  do  you  think 
it  fair,  that  instead  of  their  pauperism  being  charged  upon  the  parish,  it  should  be 
charged,  as  now,  upon  the  union,  becoming  thereby  a  union  charge  ? — I  say  this, 
that  the  extent  to  which  the  union  charges  have  gone  shouhi  not,  in  my  opinion, 
be  increased.    I  object  to  things  being  made  a  union  charge ;  I  think  it  is  unfair. 

5843.  Mr.  Knight.']  Would  you  prefer  that  five  years'  residence  should  confer 
a  settlement,  and  that  they  should  *be  supported  by  the  parish  where  they  have 
lived  ? — I  am  not  prepared  to  answer  that ;  I  have  not  considered  it. 

5844.  Sir  W.  Miles.]  Suppose  a  man  to  have  lived  14  years  with  one  master 
with  no  settlement,  and  during  the  best  of  his  days  to  have  been  devoted  to  his 
service,  and  suppose  he  became  pauperised ;  would  it  be  fair  that  the  charge 
should  be  upon  the  union  rather  than  upon  the  parish  in  which  he  has 
served  ? — I  think  it  should  be  on  the  parish,  and  not  only  that,  but  I  think  I 
can  see  that  he  should  not  be  removed ;  he  should  have  a  place  to  go  to  for 
relief.  The  other  day  I  had  a  case  of  a  man  before  me,  and  I  settled  it  for  him ; 
it  was  the  case  of  an  Irishman  who  had  supported  himself,  I  think,  for  35  years 
here,  and  they  wanted  to  remove  him.  I  said,  '^This  is  a  cruel  thing ;  cannot  you 
settle  it  ?  "  and  at  last  I  got  it  settled.  Somebody  gave  him  half  a  crown,  and  he 
got  out  of  the  union. 

5845.  Mr.  Ayrton.]  You  have  been  asked  a  question  as  to  a  man  working  for 
14  years  with  his  master;  does  it  depend  upon  a  term  of  14  years,  or  do  you 
consider  that  the  old  law  was  a  sound  law,  and  that  it  should  depend  upon  a  service 
of  12  months  ? — No ;  that  old  law  would  immediately  be  got  rid  of  if  it  came  to 
a  question  of  1 2  months ;  of  course,  nobody  would  hire  just  to  a  day ;  they 
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6.  Darby^  Esq.  would  hire  for  a  fortnight  less,  or  a  week ;  but  it  is  not  a  question  whether  I  hire 
"""""■^        for  a  week,  but  what  my  servitude  is  ;  I  think  they  are  two  very  difterent  things. 

13  July  i860.  5846.  Would  not  that  evasion  be  corrected  by  a  residence  of  12  months  with 

reference  to  servitude,  so  that  if  a  farmer  really  discharged  his  workman  in  the 
51st  week  of  his  servitude,  yet  if  the  man  continued  to  live  in  the  parish,  then 
the  evasion  could  not  take  place? — I  think  only  12  months  might  be  a  hardship 
upon  the  pauper;  but  when  a  man  has  resided  a  given  time,  he  gets  everybody 
round  him,  and  his  children. 

5847.  What  period  would  you  fix  ? — I  cannot  answer  that  question  ;  but  it  is 
a  curious  fact,  that  this  residence  of  five  years,  this  industrial  residence,  is  a  very 
old  idea.  There  is  an  old  will  that  was  left  in  our  parish  in  the  case  of  a  charity, 
and  by  that  will  the  recipients  must  have  resided  five  years  in  the  parish,  and  not 
taken  in  lodgers,  and  I  think  not  have  tippled. 

5848.  Mr.  Tollemache.']  You  have  been  asked  as  to  a  labourer  residing  a  great 
many  3'ears  in  a  parish  and  working  always  there ;  but  I  believe  that  nothing  is 
more  con)mon  than  for  him  to  reside  in  one  parish  and  work  in  another ;  I  will 
mention  three  parishes  which  were  described  by  a  witness  who  was  examined 
before  this  Committee;  the  parish  of  Greetham,  an  open  parish,  and  two 
adjoining  parishes,  one  a  close  one ;  the  population  of  Hexton  and  Cotmoor  has 
leit,  to  a  certain  extent,  those  parishes,  and  gone  to  Greetham  ;  that  population 
in  five  years  would  become  irremovable,  but  Hexton  and  Cotmoor  would  still 
obtain  their  supply  of  labour  from  Greetham  ;  in  a  few  years,  therefore,  Hexton 
and  Cotmoor  will  not  be  liable  to  the  pauperism  of  those  labourers  who  work  in 
those  parishes  at  present ;  and  do  you  think  it  would  he  fair  that  Hexton  and 
Cotmoor  should  receive  their  labour  from  Greetham  and  still  not  coutribute 
towards  the  pauperism  of  those  labourers  ? — I  say  again  that  it  is  difficult  to 
legislate  for  particular  cases,  and  my  opinion  as  to  a  particular  case  would 
surely  not  bear  on  the  question ;  the  question  is  one  that  I  can  hardly  answer. 

5849.  But  suppose  that  those  cases  are  very  common  indeed  ?  —My  con* 
viction  is,  from  the  tendency  of  everything  now,  that  any  cause  of  objection 
will  die  out  day  by  day ;  that  it  will  relieve  itself  must  be  apparent ;  if  men 
earn  12^.  a  week  in  a  particular  parish,  and  spend  it  all  in  another,  the 
amount  that  is  paid  in  pauperism  must  be  much  less  than  the  amount  which 
is  received  in  the  parish  where  the  wages  are  spent ;  and  when  I  couple  that 
with  the  fact,  that  every  day  I  see  that  persons  cannot  afibrd  to  let  a  labourer 
walk  a  couple  of  miles  to  his  work,  half  an  hour  there  and  half  an  hour  back,  and 
then  not  fit  to  do  his  work ;  and  when  1  see  that  in  those  places  where  they  live 
all  their  wages  are  spent,  and  that  the  men  who  want  labourers,  in  consequence  of 
this  scarcity  of  labour,  every  day  are  getting  under  great  difficulties,  I  believe  that 
it  will  find  quickly  its  own  remedy. 

5850.  Are  you  aware  that  the  irremovable  poor  are  greatly  on  the  increase, 
and  therefore  that  the  charge  is  thrown  on  the  common  fund  ? — Of  course  they 
must  be  on  the  increase,  when  you  have  passed  the  five  years*  law. 

5851.  And  therefore  the  charges  on  the  common  fund  are  on  the  increase? — 
Yes,  to  a  certain  extent,  but  tiot  to  the  extent,  I  believe,  that  those  parties  are 
benefiting  by  the  expenditure  of  these  wages  in  the  place  ;  and  the  consequence 
is,  I  think,  that  people  are  finding  it  out,  and  finding  the  mischief  of  it ;  and  1  am 
confident  that  it  is  gradually  rectifying  itself;  it  is  beginning  now  to  be  so  to  a 
large  extent. 

5852.  You  are  aware,  that  when  first  the  common  fund  was  established  only 
small  charges  were  thrown  upon  it,  namely,  establishment  charges  ? — No  ;  union 
charges. 

5853.  Since  1846  the  irremovable  poor  have  also  been  thrown  on  to  that  fund? 
— I  am  aware  that  there  was  a  union  fund  for  union  expenses,  and  since  that,  I 
know  well  that  the  irremovable  poor  have  been  charged  also  on  the  union 
fund. 

5854.  Therefore  the  charges  upon  that  fund  have  been  greatly  increased  ? — 
Of  course  they  must  be ;  but  I  say  this,  that  those  parishes  which  receive  the 
whole  of  the  wages,  must  receive  a  great  deal  more  than  they  pay,  and  the  mis- 
chief is  done  to  people  by  not  having  labourers  on  the  property ;  these  things 
are  so  clear,  that  it  must  force  people  to  remedy  them. 

5855.  That  is  supposing  that  those  who  live  in  those  parishes  work  in  those 
parishes  ? — No;  I  say  that  so  far  from  their  living  in  those  parishes,  the  place  where 
a  supply  of  labour  is  wanted  will  provide  accommodation  for  labourers,  and  they 
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are  doing  it  hourly ;  they  say,  we  must  have  cottages  on  such  a  farm  ;   we  cannot     ^  Darht  Emu 
get  labourers  without  their  having  two  miles  to  walk  ;  and  the  difficulty  at  one  ^^ 

time  was  this,  that  on  settled  properly  people  could  not  have  the  means  of  building      ,^  j^-  ^^eo^ 
thebC  cottages,  but  now  they  have  the   means  and  the  power  of  charging  the 
estate  with  them. 

5856.  1  suppose  your  present  position,  as  commissioner  of  inclosures,  enables 
you  to  know  that  building  is  going  on  to  a  very  great  extent  ? — Yes;  loan 
enormous  extent. 

5857.  Especially  in  open  parishes? — I  do  not  know  that;  but  some  of  the 
very  largest  proprietors  borrow  money  to  a  very  large  extent.  I  do  not  like  to 
mention  names,  but  there  are  many  who  own  parishes  who  are  borrowing  enor- 
mous sums  of  money  ?  —To  build  cottages  ? 

5858.  I  do  not  say  that ;  but,  generally  speaking,  hardly  a  day  passes  without 
applications  being  made  to  build  cottages  on  settled  estates;  one  very  large 
landed  proprietor  has  built  50,  and  charges  the  estate  with  them- 

.5859.  Surely,  as  a  general  rule,  parishes  composed  of  very  many  small  pro- 
prietors, are  increasing  more  rapidly  in  population  than  parishes  which  belong  to 
one  proprietor  r — No  question  where  you  begin  with  a  large  population,  it  will 
increase  much  more  rapidly. 

/)86o.  But  parishes,  which  are  cut  up  into  small  properties,  increase  more  rapidly 
in  population,  do  they  not,  than  parishes  which  belong  to  one  proprietor  ? — No 
doubt  of  it,  and  I  believe  there  are  more  reasons  than  one  for  that ;  if  you  begin 
with  a  large  population,  of  course  the  increase  must  necesbarily  be  in  a  very  large 
proportion  ;  if  you  begin  with  even  20,  the  increase  branches  out  into  sons  and 
grandsons,  and  it  must  be  very  large. 

5861 .  Suppose  you  do  not  begin  with  a  very  large  population,  surely  where  the 
parishes  are  cut  up  into  small  properties,  and  houses  are  built  upon  those  small 
allotments,  strangers  are  brought  in  who  do  not  belong  to  the  parish  r — No  doubt 
of  it;  and  you  have  a  number  of  people  who  build  a  house,  that  perhaps  costs 
them  about  100  /.  or  150  /.,  and  they  live  in  that  perhaps  themselves ;  it  is  because 
they  can  purchase  the  land  to  build  upon;  but  that  is  not  what  I  mean  by  labourers* 
cottages ;  the  way  in  which  they  increase  is,  by  a  carpenter,  or  other  person 
who  has  saved  money,  building  a  certain  number  of  cottages  on  the  property, 
and  they  are  generally  the  worst  cottages  in  the  country. 

.  5862.  But  is  it  not  very  common  for  bricklayers,  and  men  of  that  description, 
to  build  cottages  and  small  allotments  for  labourers? — Yes;  in  that  way  there 
are  cottages  occasionally  built. 

5863.  Is  not  that  commonly  the  case  ? — Yes. 

5864.  Therefore  the  population  increases  more  in  open  parishes  than  in  close 
parishes,  as  a  general  rule? — I  should  fancy  so. 

5865.  If  those  parishes  get  their  labour  from  the  populous  parishes,  ought  they 
not  to  contribute  in  the  same  proportion  to  the  general  fund  if  the  pauperism  is 
thrown  upon  it  r — No  ;  I  do  not  see  that  they  ought  to  contribute  according  to 
the  rateable  value  of  the  land. 

5866.  Why  not;  they  get  the  labour  ?— I  think,  in  doing  that,  you  would  do 
a  very  much  larger  injustice  than  the  small  injustice  that  you  would  remedy. 

5867.  Mr.  Jyrton.'}  In  the  district  that  you  are  acquainted  with,  can  they  carry 
in  the  harvest  without  the  assistance  of  persons  who  are  non-resident  r — Tliat 
depends  upon  what  district  you  refer  to;  in  the  hill  districts,  where  there  are 
immense  breadths  of  corn,  they  would  want  additional  labourers  ;  but  in  the 
ueald  they  would  not. 

5868.  In  the  hop  di&tritt? — In  my  own  hop  district  we  principally  depend 
upon  our  own  people,  men,  women,  and  children  ;  in  Rye  and  that  district  they 
could  not  attempt  it. 

5869.  Do  you  know  where  those  people  come  from  in  the  Rye  district? — They 
used  to  have  many  Irishmen,  who  came  down  from  London. 

5870.  Are  you  aware  that  those  people  preserve  their  status  in  London,  by 
renting  a  room  and  coming  down  there  to  help  the  farmers.? — I  know  nothing 
about  that;  they  send  up  for  so  many  men,  and  they  come  down.  I  have  heard 
it  stated,  while  I  have  been  here,  that  the  rating  of  a  parish  for  parochial  pur- 
poses was  much  lower  than  for  the  county  rate.  We  have  had  a  cominittee  for 
the  county  rate,  and,  in  consequence  of  that,  with  the  exception  of  two,  I  think 
the  parishes  had  to  be  raised,  and  they  were  raised.  I  thmk  very  few  parishes 
are  rated  according  to  Poulett  Scrope's  Act ;  but  then,  I  think,  if  you  take  to 
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G.  Darinf,  Esq.     revaluing,  the  whole  of  the  land  in  the  parishes  must  be  revalued ;  there  is  a 

difference  between  rating  parishes,  as  compared  with  one  another,  and  rating  to 

13  July  i860,      the  poor's  rate,  and   where  you  would  have   to  rate  every  farm ;  if  you  get  a 

parish  fairly  assessed  as  against  another,  that  is  all  you  want  in  the  county  rate. 

5871.  Chairman.]  Tiie  expense  of  revaluing  would  be  very  great,  would  it 
not  ? — Perfectly  frightful ;  the  remedy  would  be  worse  than  the  disease. 

5872.  Mr.  Ayrton.]  Can  you  tell  us  the  cause  of  the  people  becoming 
chargeable  to  the  rates ;  does  it  result  from  their  own  improvidence,  or  from  the 
insufficiency  of  their  wages  ? — Our  wages  are  generally  1 2^.  a  week,  and  they 
have  to  do  what  we  call  "grale  work  '* ;  if  a  man  has  learnt  to  do  various  sorts 
of  work,  he  ought  to  earn  1 5  ^.  a  week. 

5873.  Then  what  is  your  opinion  of  the  cause  of  their  becoming  chargeable? 
— In  our  parish  there  are  a  great  many  old  people. 

5874.  Does  it  arise  from  their  improvidence  in  not  providing  for  their  old  age, 
or  from  dissipating  their  wages,  and  being  addicted  to  drink  ? — 1  think  they  drink 
v^ry  little;  it  is  very  difficult  for  a  person  who  has  a  large  family  to  lay  up 
sufficient  to  form  an  annuity  for  his  old  age. 

5875.  But  a  man  with  a  large  family  ought  to  be  maintained  by  his  family 
when  he  gets  old  r — There  are  many  cases  in  which  they  occasionally  come  before 
the  bench,  where  a  son  is  obliged  to  maintain  the  father ;  but  when  a  person 
becomes  very  old,  perhaps  that  son  has  10  or  i  J  children  of  his  own,  and  it  is 
difficult  for  him  to  support  his  parents. 

Tfiomas  Salkeldj  Esq.,  called  in ;  and  Examined. 

T.SalkeUj  Esq.       5876.  Mr.  Kmght.]  YOU  are  a  Magistrate  for  the  county  of  Cumberland?  — 

I  am. 

5877.  You  live  near  Carlisle  ? — Yes. 

5878.  You  have  taken  a  great  deal  of  interest  in  the  poor  laws  and  the  general, 
management  of  the  poor  ? — I  have. 

5879.  You  are,  I  believe,  one  of  the  first  persons  who  introdticed  the  new  f)oor 
law  into  that  district  ?— I  assisted  the  Assistant  Coitamissioner  in  so  doing,  but 
the  measure  was  so  unpopular^  that  without  the  assistance  of  some  of  the  magis- 
trates, I  do  not  think  he  could  have  carried  it  into  effect. 

5880.  You  were  afterwards  chairman  of  the  Carlisle  Union  ? — Yes,  for  some, 
time. 

5881.  What  has  been  your  experience  of  the  working  of  the  law  so  far  as  your 
own  parish  is  concerned  ;  what  has  been  the  effect  of  the  new  poor  law  ? — So  far 
as  my  own  parish  is  concerned,  it  has  increased  the  rates  more  than  200  per  cent. 

5882.  yir.  Ayrton,']  What  has  been  the  cause  of  that  increase? — By  being 
put  into  the  union  with  Carlisle,  a  large  and  populous  town,  which  has  become  the 
centre  of  the  union,  and  we,  I  suppose,  pay  a  larger  rate  towards  their  poor 
than  we  used  to  do  before. 

5883.  Sir  W.  Miles.]  How  many  parishes  are  there  ? — Nineteen. 

5884.  Mr.  Ayrton.]  Has  the  cause  of  the  increase  in  your  charge  been  the 
result  of  an  increased  contribution  on  your  part  to  the  common  fund  ? — The 
cause  of  the  increase  in  our  charge  is  chiefly  owing  to  the  increase  in  the  common 
fund  charges  on  this  particular  parish. 

5885.  Do  you  pay  your  contribution  to  the  common  fund  in  proportion  to 
your  own  poor  ? — No :  in  proportion  to  the  poor  of  the  union,  as  well  as  our  own 
poor. 

5886.  Sir  W.  Miles.]  The  contribution  that  you  make  to  your  common  fund 
is  due  to  the  average  of  your  pauperism  in  your  parish  r — Yes,  clearly. 

5887.  How  is  it  that  if  your  averages  were  low  you  are  so  much  delrimented 
by  the  charge  for  the  Carlisle  poor  resident  there,  who  would  become  chargeable 
to  tlie  common  fund  there?— I  cannot  answer  that  question ;  I  do  not  know  why 
it  is,  but  I  know  the  fact. 

5888.  Mr.  Ayrton.]  Has  your  contribution  to  the  common  fund,  varied  since 
the  formation  of  the  union? — I  imagine  since  the  Act  of  1847  it  has  increased. 

5889.  Is  your  proportion  now  greater  than  it  was  upon  the  first  formation  of 
the  union  ? — On  the  first  formation  of  the  union  we  paid  towards  the  common  fund, 
I  apprehend,  according  to  the  average  of  three  years  previously  to  the  union  ;  I 
can  give  you  the  exact  figures. 

5890.  What  was  the  proportion  then? — We  paid  about  458  /. 

5891.  Can 
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5891.  Can  you  state  for  how  much  in  the  gross,  the  contribution  has  been  made? 
— I  do  not  know. 

5892.  Can  you  tell  whether  the  proportion  is  greater  or  less  than  it  was  before  ? 
— Yes;  the  expenses  of  the  union  have  increased  generally,  certainly,  since  1847, 
about  50  per  cent.,  whereas  the  expenses  of  the  parish  has  increased,  as  I  say, 
about  200  per  cent. 

5893.  We  cannot  find  out  the  cause  of  that  disturbance  of  the  ratios,  unless 
you  can  tell  us  what  your  contribution  to  the  common  fund  was  at  the  commence- 
ment of  the  union,  and  what  it  is  now? — The  common  fund  in  1846,  in  round 
numbers,  was  6,000  /. ;  in  1847,  8,000/. 

5894.  What  was  your  proportion  ? — I  will  go  to  that;  then  in  1848  and  1849, 
it  was  1 1,000  Z.,  and  10,000/.  respectively;  that  showed  an  increase  in  the  com- 
mon fund  of  about  50  per  cent. 

5895.  Cannot  you  go  any  further  than  that  i — No ;  I  am  not  prepared  to  do  so. 

5896.  Mr.  Dodson.']  When  you«ay  that  the  increase  of  the  charge  in  your  own 
parish  has  been  200  per  cent.,  do  you  speak  of  the  present  year: — I  am  speaking 
of  1854,  the  time  when  I  applied  to  the  Poor  Law  Commissioners  to  see  if  they 
could  make  the  union  smaller.  I  attribute  the  ill  effects  which  we  suffer  from 
entirely  to  the  very  large  area  of  the  unions ;  that  they  are  not  looked  aftei-  with 
that  supervision  by  the  guardians  from  a  distance  which  they  would  be  if 
the  area  was  smaller,  for  the  guardians  have  to  travel  a  distance  of  10  or 
15  miles  to  look  after  the  poor  every  week;  if  the  area  were  smaller,  and  the 
centres  for  relief  were  more  numerons,  I  believe  thefe  would  be  a  better  attend* 
ance  of  the  guardians,  and  much  better  supervision ;  and  I  believe,  upon  the 
whole,  that  the  deserving  poor  would  meet  with  much  more  flympatby  than  they 
do  now,  and  imposture  would  be  detected  and  not  relieved. 

5897.  Sir  W.  Miles.2  You  are  aware  that  this  Committee  is  sitting  for  the 
purpose  of  inquiring  into  the  operation  of  the  Act  affecting  the  irremovable  p€)or  ?-— 
Yes. 

5898.  Can  you  give  us  any  rnformation  of  a  late  date  relative  to  the  iwe- 
movable  poor  in  your  union  ? — No ;  I  cannot. 


T.  Salkdd,  Esq. 
13  July  i860. 
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Mr.  Tenemache. 
Mr.  Villiers. 


The  Right  Hon.  C.  VILLIERS,  in  the  Chair. 


Mr.  Barry  BheehaUy  called  in ;  and  Exammed. 


5899.  Mr.  Maguire.']  YGHtF  are  engaged  latrgdy  in  buftinesg  in  Cock  I 

5goo.  Very  extensively  in  the  glass  and  ehina  businMs  ? — ^YeSi. 
.  5901.  Has  your  attention  been  directed  to  the  removal  of  the  poor  from 
England  to  Cork  ? — ^Yes.     On  one  occasion,  in  passing  down  the  qnay,  after  a 
vessel  had  arrived  from  London,  I  saw  a  group  of  wretchedly  and  misembly  ckd 
and  half  starved  looking  creatures,  standing  along  the  waU. 

5902.  Chaimmn.']  At  what  date  was  that  ? — About  two  years  ago.  I  weat 
to  them,  and  I  asked  them  where  they  came  from,  and  they  told  me  they  came 
from  London.  1  asked  what  brought  them  aver,  and  their  reply  was  that  they 
were  sent  over  against  their  consent. 

^-  5903.  Did  they  state  who  sent  them  over  ?— They  stated  that  they  were  sent 
over  by  the  parish  officers  in  London. 

5904.  Did  they  state  from  what  parish  they  were  sent  ? — I  have  no  recollec- 
tion now ;  I  do  not  know  that  I  asked  them  the  question. 

0.95.  R  R  4  5905,  Whom 
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Mr.  B.  Skeeian.        5905.  Whom  did  you  ask  ? — The  people  themselves. 

5906.  I  suppose  one  or  two  of  them  ;  not  all  of  them  ? — ^There  were  eight  or 

i7JuJji86o.     nmeofthem. 

5907.  Mr.  MaguireJ]  More  than  eight  or  nine  ? — There  might  be  a  dozen. 
.5908.  What  did  you  do  ? — I  asked  them  where  they  were  going  to,  and  they 
said,  some  of  them,  that  they  did  not  know  where  they  were  going  to ;  that 
they  had  families  in  Tipperary,  in  the  western  part  of  the  county,  and  in  Cork, 
and  some  of  them  were  from  Kerry. 

5909.  Was  there  any  person  then  in  charge  of  them  ? — No. 

5910.  Did  they  seem  to  be  in  distress,  not  knowing  where  to  go? — 
They  did. 

591 1.  Did  they  ask  you  for  assistance,  or  to  guide  them? — They  asked  me 
what  they  were  to  do ;  and  I  told  them  they  had  better  go  to  the  relieving 
officer,  or  to  the  next  policeman,  and  he  would  tell  them  where  he  lived. 

5912.  How  long  had  the  vessel  been  at  the  quay  then? — ^Perhaps  half 
an  hour. 

5913.  Was  it  less  or  more  than  half  an  hour? — I  do  not  know;  but  about 
that  time. 

5914.  You  stated  that  their  appearance  was  very  wretched  and  miserable  ? — 
It  was  indeed. 

5915.  Did  it  excite  your  compassion  ?— So  much  so,  that  I  gave  them  all 
the  money  I  had. 

5916.  You  are  positive  that  there  w.as  no  one  in  charge  of  them,  and  no  one 
to  tell  them  where  to  go  to  ? — Yes. 

591 7.  You  advised  them  to  go  to  the  next  policeman,  who  would  direct  them 
to  the  relieving  officer? — Yes. 

5918.  The  vessel  from  London,  I  believe,  arrives  at  the  quay  at  high  water? 

—Yes. 

591 9.  And  it  is  quite  possible  for  every  person  in  Cork  to  know  at  what  time 
the  vessel  will  arrive  ? — ^Yes,  it  is  usually  Imown. 

5920.  At  what  time  of  the  tide  she  arrives?— Yes ;  she  cannot  come  up  at 
low  water. 

592 1 .  Every  one  knows  when  there  is  a  high  tide  ? — Yes. 

5922.  Chairman.]  Do  the  vessels  always  arrive  at  a  stated  time?~No ;  they 
cannot  come  up  to  the  quay  except  at  high  water. 

5923.  What  happened  after  you.  had  spoken  to  these  persons  ;  did  you  follow 
them,  to  ascertain  whether  what  they  had  stated  was  true,  or  where  they  were 
going  to  ?— I  did  not  follow  them. 

5924.  Mr.  Maguire.]  Were  you  engaged  on  your  own  business  at  the  time? 
Yes. 

5925.  You  had  important  business  to  attend  to?— No;  it  was  on  a  Sunday 

morning. 

5026.  Chairman.]  Are  the  Committee  to  understand  that  all  you  know  of 
these  particular  people  was  from  seeing  them  there,  looking,  as  you  say,  like 
paupers ;  when  you  asked  them  where  they  came  from,  and  they  said  that  they 
had  been  sent  from  London  by  some  parish  officers  there? — ^Yes. 

5927.  You  gave  them  some  money  and  advice?— Yes. 

5928.  Do  you  know  anything  more  about  them  ?— Nothing  more  than  that. 

5929.  Mr.  Maguire.]  Did  they  ask  for  your  assistance  ? — I  asked  them  if 
they  had  any  means  of  going  home,  and  they  said  no  ;  I  asked  them  if  they 
had  had  anything  to  eat  on  board  the  ship,  and  they  said  that  they  had  had  a 
little  coffee  and  some  bread,  a  piece  of  which  I  saw,  as  hard  as  a  paving  stone ; 

it  was  impossible  to  eat  it.  ^    , .     mt  j         4.^v,^;iUr 

5930.  Did  they  seem  hungry  and   wretched  r— They    seemed  wretchedly 

starved  looking  creatures.  ..       .  ^ 

5031  Mr.  Ban^on.]  Has  that  induced  you  to  make  any  attempt  to  organize 
a  system  in  Cork  under  which  such  people  should  be  received  ?— I  have  not 
had  anything  to  do  with  anything  of  the  sort,  more  than  that  I  have  often  con- 
tributed ;  and  I  know  that  the  guardians  have  frequently  contributed  at  the 
workhouse  to  send  English  paupers  over ;  the  law  would  not  aUow  them  to 
send  them  at  the  expense  of  the  union.     I  have  contributed. 

5932.  Chairman.]  Do  you  mean  Enghsh  paupers  m  the  Cork  workhouse?— 

Yes.  .     ,      , 

5933.  What  class  of  persons  were  they  .^— I  only  remember  one  ca^e  par- 
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ticularly  of  a  womaB,  and  she  seemed  to  be  a  very  respectable  mechanic's  Mr.  £.  Skedkau 

wife.  

5934.  You  cannot  tell  the  Committee  anjrthing  more, about  thiB  case ;  you  17  July  itGfk 
did  not  mention  it  to  anybody  at  the  time  r — Yes ;  I  did  mention  it  to  several 

people,  and  I  afterwards  talked  of  it 

5935.  Mr.  MaguireJi  You  casually  mentioned  it  to  me  a  day  or  two  ago  ? 
— ^Yes. 

5936.  Mr.  ToUemache.^  Have  you  resided  long  in  Cork  ? — For  20  years. 

5937.  Have  you  often  witnessed  cases  of  the  kind  you  have  described? — 
I  have  only  seen  people  come  up  from  the  ship,  with  their  little  baggage  tied  up 
in  a  small  handkerchief. 

5938.  You  said  that  you  saw  these  people  two  years  ago  ?— Yes,  about  that. 

5939.  Did  you  never  see,  at  any  other  time,  cases  of  the  same  kind  ? — No. 
I  have  seen  people  coming  from  the  ship,  but  I  never  talked  to  them. 

5940.  Have  you  seen  people  in  a  similar  state,  either  before  or  since  ? — I  have 
often  seen  destitute  people  coming  from  the  ship. 

5941.  In  the  same  condition  as  those  you  have  spoken  of? — Yes. 

5942.  You  are  sure  that  they  have  landed  from  the  ship  ? — I  have  no  doubt 
of  it ;  they  seemed  exhausted,  and  were  unable  to  walk,  and  sat  down  by  the 
quay  wall. 

5943.  You  say  that  they  were  in  charge  of  no  one  ? — Yes. 

5944.  Did  they  tell  you  so  ? — Yes. 

5945.  You  asked  them  the  question? — ^Yes. 

5946.  Mr.  Maguire.]  That  you  are  positive  of? — ^Yes. 

5947.  Sir  fV.  Miles.]  Are  you  positive  of  this,  that  they  told  you  they  came 
from  London  r — Yes ;  it  was  the  London  steamer  that  brought  them  over. 

5948.  Mr.  Maguire.']  You  saw  them  sitting  opposite  the  vessel  ?— Yes. 

5949.  Mr.  Beecroft.']  Did  they  say  that  any  money  had  been  given  to  them 
in  London  r — No. 

59.')0.  Did  you  ask  them  that  question  ? — I  do  not  know  that  I  did. 

5951.  Mr.  Maguire.']  Did  they  say  that  they  were  utterly  destitute,  and  had 
110  means  of  going  to  their  native  place  ? — They  said  that  they  had  none. 

5952.  Mr.  Beecroft]  Did  they  say  that  they  had  had  no  provisions  allowed 
to  them  ?— They  said  that  they  had  had  some  bread  and  coffee. 

595Z*  Chairman.]  I  think  you  have  stated  that  you  did  not  have  an  oppor- 
tunity of  verifying  anything  that  these  persons  stated  to  you  ? — Except  from 
the  miserable  appearance  of  the  people  themselves ;  it  brought  so  much  con- 
viction to  my  own  mind  that  1  gave  them  what  money  I  had. 

5954.  Did  they  state  whether  they  had  had  a  bad  passage  ? — No. 

5955'  Mr.  Maguire.]  Was  it  in  the  summer  time  or  the  winter  ? — It  was  some- 
time in  the  autumn,  towards  September. 

5956.  Chairman.]  You  say  that  it  was  half  an  hour  after  they  had  landed 
that  you  saw  them  r — ^Yes. 

5957.  Mr.  Maguire^  And  no  person  was  waiting  there  to  receive  them  ? — 
I  asked  them  the  question,  was  there  anyone  with  them,  and  they  said  no. 

5958.  Mr.  Beecroft^  What  time  in  the  day  was  it  ? — ^Eleven  in  the  mormng. 
5959-  Mr.  LockharU]    Is  Sunday  the  usual  day  on  which  the  steamboat 

arrives?— Yes. 

5960.  Chairman.]  Did  you  see  anybody  else  stop  these  people,  and  ask  them 
any  questions  ? — ^No ;  there  are  not  many  people  there  at  that  hour  of  the  day, 
except  cabmen. 

5961.  Sir  W.  Miles.'}  Do  you  know  Leitrim-street,  in  Cork  ? — Yes. 

5962.  Do  you  know  a  person  who  lives  there  of  the  name  of  Higgins? — 
No. 

5963.  Do  you  know  whether  there  is  any  agent  acting  for  another  person 
in  Cork,  to  send  the  people  on  when  they  come  from  London? — I  do  not. 
Imow. 

5964.  You  never  heard  that  ?—  No. 

5965.  Do  you  attend  the  meetings  of  the  Cork  Union  often? — Not  now. 

5966.  You  are  not  likely,  then,  to  have  heard  anything  of  the  kind  ? — Except 
that  I  should  see  it  through  the  newspapers. 

5967.  Chairman.]  Can  you  give  the  Committee  any  information  about  the 
system  of  deporting  paupers  from  England? — I  never  saw  a  case,  except  in  this 
one  instance. 
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Mi..B.  ^hefihm^       ^fi^,  Mr..Ma§uir€S\  Your  attentioii  baa  not  been  speoia%  called  toil 

^- —      No ;  I  was  going  purely,  on  this  occasion,  on  my  own  business. 

13^  jiijj  uJ6o.  596^  Sit  W.  Mdsf^  You  have  frei^ntly  seen  paupers  coming:  with  tiieir 
bundles,,  but  thia  was*  the  only  party  that  you  oba^rved  particularly  r — ^¥ea ;  or 
that  I  e^er  spoke  to  on  the  subject. 

John  Macmanus%  called  in ;  and  Exammed. 

J.  Macmanui.  S^7^  Mr.  Mug^uire^  YOU  are  a  member  of  the  Irish  constabulary  ? — Yes. 
597 1 .  What  is  your  special  duty  ?— To  attend  the  steamers  and  the  shipping. 

5972.  What  ia^  your  special  duly  ? — It  is  general. 

5973.  What  particular  duty  is  imposed  upon,  you  ? — I  am  supposed  to  attend 
the  arrival  of  the  steamers,  and  tiie  departures. 

5974.  For  how  many  years  has  that  been  your  duty  ?— Nearly  four; 

5975.  Has  your  attention  been  frequently  called  to  persons  who  are  removed 
from  England  under  warrants  of  removal  ? — ^Yes. 

5976.  What  experience  have  you  had  in  reference  to  the  people  who  come 
over;  do  many  come  by  vessels  from  London?— Yes  ;  a  great  number. 

5977.  Do  many  come  by  way  of  Liverpool  and  Bristol  ? — No  ;  very  few  ;. 
and  not  so  many  by  the  London  vessels  as  there  used  to  be. 

5978.  But  stUl  there  is  a  lai^e  number  ? — Yes ;  a  good  many. 

5979.  Is  there,  to  your  knowledge,  any  person  always  ready  on  the  quay  to 
receive  these  people  ? — ^There  ia  not.- 

5980.  Yon  are  positive  of  that?^ — ^Yes. 

5981 .  Da  you  know  a  man  of  the  name  of  Higgins  ? — Yes. 
5982*  Did.he  live  in  Leitnmrstreet  ?— Yes* 

5983,  Waa  he  the  agent  of  Mr.  Frost  ? — I  believe  so. 

5984.  Was  Higgins  always  in  the  habit  of  waiting  for  the  steamer  to  receive 
the  paupers  when  they  arrived  ? — Yea  -y  sometimes  he  would. 

51685.  Are  you  positive  he  was  not  always  there  ? — ^Yes  ;  I  ofit^i  had  to  show 
the  paiq^ers  his  placeu 

5986.  Did  they  apply  to  you  for  assistance  ? — They  used  to  be  InquiriDg  for 
Higgins,  and  I  used  to  have  to  go  with  them^ 

53^7-  l^id  that  hajqien.  on  many  occasions  r — Sevend  times. 

59(88.  Therefore,  on, several  occasions,  on  the  arrival  of  the  vessel,  there  wag 
no  one  to  meet  them? — >iot.one. 

5989.  You  are  positive  of  that? — ^Yes. 

5990.  When  the  vessel  arrived  on  a  Sunday,  T^idiat  did  you  do  with  the 
paupers;  did  you  take  them  to  his  house,  or  did  you  have  them  taken  to  the 
Bridewell  ?— I  often  took  them  to  the  Bridewell. 

599.1 .  Foe  what  object  did  you  take  them,  there  r — For  protection. 

5992.  Is  there  a  place  set  apart  in  the  Bridewell  in  which  protection  and 
shelter  can  be  given  taa  poor  and  destitute  person  ? — ^Yes. 

5993.  What  hap5)ened  after  they  were  taken  to  the  Bridewell.? — Thsy  were 
brought  before  the  magistrates  the  following  morning* 

5994.  In  the  meantime  they  were  cared  for  and  fed  ? — ^Yesi 

5995.  Were  they  better  fed  than  the  other  inmates  of  the  Bridewell? — ^I  think 
aa ;  but  I  am  not  clear  upon  that. 

5996.  On  many  occasions  do  you  know  that  milk  was  waxmed  for  them?  — 
Yes.;  I  believe  that  to  have  been  the  fact. 

5997.  Did  you  ever  happen  to  be  over  here  in  London  in  the  dischaige  of 
yjQur  d»ty  ?r— Yea. 

5998.  Were  you  ever  on  board  one  of  the  London  vessels  when  she  was  about 
tft  start  for  Cork  ?— Yes. 

599S.  D^yoa  know  Mr.  Frost?— Yes ;  I  have  seen  him  twice. 

6000.  When  did  you  see  him  first  ?— I  was  on  duty  here  in  London,  and  one 
morning  when  I  went  on  board  the  steamer  I  saw  this  man  and  a  number  of 
poor  pisopie  round  him^  and  he  was  distributing  bread  and  cheese  to  them,  and 
he  appeared  to  me  at  the  same  time  to  be  strongly  under  the  influence  of 
drink. 

600 1,  Are  yo»  poskive  of  that? — Ouite  positive;  and  in  consequence  of 
sfiieing  hioi  with  the  paupers  I  kept  an  eye  upon  him,  and  I  saw  him  gd  mto 
the  steward's  room,  and  I  saw  him  drink  two  glasses  of  whiskey. 
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60OX  13118  :genitofi8n,  ythb  mis  under  ithe  inflaenoe  of  drisfk  bctoer—      f,MacmanL 
Yes.  '     -  ."■'"" 

6003.  You  say  that  you  saw  him  distributing  bread  and  ohecae  to  the  people  ?      1 7  July  I'SCio. 
—Yes. 

6004.  Mr.  Lockhart]  Did  you  say  that  this  was  Mr.  Frost  or  his  manh^ 
Mr.  Fnoat. 

6005.  Mr.  Moffuire.']  From  wiuuik  did  yen.  bA  ins  naioe  ? — The  gtenrard, 

6006.  YcMi  are  positive  that  your  atteBtion  wafi  calbMl  to  this  man  in  ^^mse- 
quence  of  seeing  him  with  the  paupers  under  the  influence  of  drink,  and  iktt 
he  tiEien  took  two  more  gfatsses  of  spirits  f — Yes. 

6007.  You  thought  it  your  duty  to  watch  him  ? — Yes. 

6008.  Do  you  know  anytidng  of  a  peErson  whom  he  lused  lo  wnd  over  to 
Ireland  with  the  paupers,  of  the  name  of  Phillips  ? — Yes. 

Soo^.  WiH  ytm  describe  him  ? — i  b$m  hkn  drunk  rq>eatediy. 
•6010.  Are  you  positive  of  tb«t?— Yes,  quite  positive. 

601 1 .  Where  did  you  see  him  drunk  ?— In  Cork. 

601 2.  And  in  Passage  ? — No. 

6013.  You  saw  him  drunk  in  Cork  several  times  ? — Yes,  he  wbs  before  lAie 
Biapstrates. 

60 1 4.  Was  he  brought  before  the  magistrates  in  consequeotee  of  being  <bunk  ? 
-**^>iot  for  dnmkenness  but  for  something  illegid. 

6015.  Was  he  charged  with  an  assault  upon  female  virtue  ? — I  heard  seme- 
thing  of  that. 

6016.  Do  you  know  that  he  was  so  charged? — Yes,  I  know  that. 

601 7.  Was  be  cbao^ed  vnAi  taJux^  liberie  ^with  a  female  pftaper  ? — I  iieard 
so. 

601 8  Chairman.'\  Do  yoa  mean  to  «sy  thctt  yon  know  ^at  smch  m  charge  was 
made  against  this  man  ? — I  heard  that  there  was  such  a  charge. 

6019.  Mr.  Maguire.]  Do  you  know  that  t^re  were  oomplaintB  made  agoiiuM; 
him  for  misoondiiet  ? — Repeatedly. 

60  20,  In  the  discharge  of  his  duty? — Yea. 

6021.  You  are  positive  that  you  sow  him  Mfferal  times  dnmk  ?--Tes. 

6022.  Do  you  think  that  a  man  in  the  habit  of  getting  drunk  was  a  fit  peiwn 
to  have  oharge  of  these  people? — ^I  do  not  think  so. 

6023.  What  was  PhUipps's  duty  ? — I  think  it  was  to  take  charge  of  the 
jpaupers  during  the  voyage,  and  to  have  each  of  them,  or  sodi  as  were  leaving 
the  city,  sent  away  ;  to  see  them  off. 

6024.  Did  he  always  arrive  with  the  vessel? — He  frequently  got  oat  at 
Passage,  when  the  weather  would  not  bUow  the  ship  to  come  up  to  the  quay, 
a&d  ^(t  the  poor  people  on  boeord  the  steamer. 

6025.  Do  you  know  that  there  were  frequenit  complatnts  tbat  be  aduaHy 
ran  away  from  them  at  PiEussage,  and  1^  them  Avithout  taking  any  further  care 
or  charge  of  them  ? — Yes. 

6026.  Chairman.']  You  say  that  he  left  the  ship  coming  up  to  Cork,  and 
then  you  are  asked  whether  he  did  not  run  away  amd  leave  them  ? — ^Yes.  On 
one  occasion  he  did  this  :  when  the  ship  came  up  to  Cork,  I  went  t)n  l^oard, 
and  the  people  were  inquiring  where  Higgins  livea;  and  I  Aowed  them  to  flie 
house,  and  the  following  day  I  saw  this  man  in  the  town  drunk. 

6027.  Mr.  Maguire.']  He  went  away  from  them  at  Passage? — Yes. 

6028.  The  people  dien  went  on  to  Cork? — The  parties  stated  to  me  tiiat 
they  were  in  charge  of  him,  and  when  the  ship  arrived  at  Passage,  he  went  oa 
shore. 

6029.  And  they  lieard  no  mope  of  him  ?— No. 

6030.  When  they  arrived  in  Cork,  was  Higgins,  the  agent  of  Mr.  Fxost,  there 
to  receive  them  ?— He  was  not. 

6031 .  Then  you  had  to  direct  those  people  to  his  Tiouse  ? — ^^Yes. 

6032.  Sir  tV.  MU^^I  PhiHpps's  duty  ceased  asj&oon  as  he  got  to  Cork  ?^^I 
atn  not  awase  of  that. 

6033.  Mr.  Maguire.]  Had  he  got  to  Cork  ? — ^No.;  im.gflft  tout  at  PaaMg^ ;  ik 
18  about  seven  miles  from  Cork. 

6034.  That  was  because  the  tide  did  not  serve  ? — Yes. 

6035.  And  sometimes  they  mi^t  aemaia  jdme  Sm  m^^m hesin^  ^mritoaeft 
tea  greater  immber -of  hours,  for 4;he tide? — Fas. 
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J.Vacmatmi.         6036.  Mr.  Beecrqfi.]  Did  he  afterwards  meet  the  vessel  on  its  arrival  in 

~     —       Cork  r— No,  he  did  not  on  this  occasion- 
"  J«l7  i8w>.         6^37^  That  you  know  ?— Yes. 

6038.  Mr.  Maguire.']  The  first  time  you  saw  him  was  when  he  was  drunk^ 
the  next  day  ? — Yes.   . 

6039.  From  your  experience,  do  you  think  that  these  poor  people  are  suffi- 
cientiy  provided  for  on  hoard  the  vessels  with  food  r — I  consider  not. 

6040.  Why?— Because  I  have  travelled  with  them,  and  I  have  seen  them  on 
hoard. 

6041.  What  were  the  provisions  that  were  supplied  to  them? — I  think  ahout 
4  lbs.  of  bread. 

6042.  For  the  entire  voyage? — Yes ;  and  I  should  say  about  I  i  lb.  or  2  lbs. 
of  cheese. 

6043.  What  is  the  length  of  the  vojrage  generally  ? — ^The  vessel  leaves  Lon- 
don at  eight  o'clock  on  Tliursday  morning,  and  if  it  is  fair  weather,  she  will 
make  Cork  on  Sunday  morning. 

6044.  Does  it  often  happen  that  she  does  not  arrive  until  Monday  evening 
or  Tuesday  morning  in  bad  weather  r — Yes. 

6045.  Mr.  Beecrqfi.']  Have  they  any  tea,  or  sugar,  or  coffee  allowed  besides  ? 
— I  have  never  seen  it. 

6046.  Mr.  Magmre.]  You  saw  nothing  else  than  what  you  have  mentioned  r 
— No. 

6047.  You  cannot  positively  say  whether  they  have  anything  else  or  not? — 
No,  I  cannot  say ;  they  might  have. 

6048.  Do  you  know  of  any  case  in  which  a  woman  who  was  very  near  her 
confinement  was  sent  to  Cork  ? — ^Yes,  I  recollect  on  one  occasion  such  a  case. 

6049.  ^^  y^^  make  a  memorandum  of  it  ? — Yes. 

6050.  Will  you  state  to  the  Committee  what  that  case  was  ? — A  man  named 
Roger  Casey,  and  his  wife  and  two  children,  came  by  the  steamer  on  the  31st 
of  December  1857*  Mrs.  Casey  gave  birth  to  a  child  on  board,  while  coming 
over ;  they  were  natives  of  Michelstown,  county  of  Cork. 

605 1 .  What  distance  is  Michelstown  from  the  city  of  Cork ;  about  40  miles  ? 
—Yes. 

6052.  What  provision  was  made  for  those  people  on  board? — I  asked  the 
man,  and  he  stated  to  me  that  he  got  5  s. 

6053.  ^^  London? — Yes. 

6054.  How  many  did  you  say  there  were  in  family  ? — ^The  man,  his  wife,  and 
two  children. 

6055.  And  that  was  what  he  received  for  the  entire  voyage  ? — Yes. 

6056.  Was  that  to  send  him  on  to  Michelstown,  or  to  provide  food  on  board  ? 
— I  understood  it  was  to  send  them  on. 

6057.  Was  it  possible  that  they  could  have  been  sent  on  from  Cork  ta 
Michelstown  for  that  sum  ? — No. 

6058.  There  is  no  railway  to  Michelstown  ?— No. 

6059.  A  railway  has  only  been  recentiy  opened  to  Fermoy  ? — ^Very  recently- 

6060.  There  was  none  then  ? — No. 

6061.  The  woman,  you  say,  was  confined  on  board? — Yes. 

6062.  Did  you  ever  hear  of  a  case  in  which  a  woman  was  confined  in  Jin^e^ 
on  her  transit  from  the  steamer  to  the  workhouse?— Not  during  my  time; 
I  heard  of  it. 

6063.  With  the  experience  you  have  had  as  to  the  treatment  of  these  people, 
do  you  believe  that  in  all  cases  a  sum  of  money  is  given  to  those  who  belong  to 
other  places  than  Cork,  in  order  that  they  may  be  sent  on,  and  to  enable  them 
to  reach  their  ultimate  destination?— I  do  not  believe  it. 

6064.  Why  ? — Because  I  have  known  them  make  different  applications  to  the 
police,  and  they  have  been  brought  before  the  magistrates,  in  consequence  of 
not  having  the  means  to  proceed  on,  and  they  have  got  the  means. 

6065.  Were  those  applications  made  immediately  upon  the  arrival  of  the 
vessel,  or  were  the  appUcations  made  some  days  after?— Some  days  after;  it 
might  be  a  day  or  two  after. 

6066.  Had  they  been  in  the  meantime  accommodated  in  any  house  ? — Yes, 
at  Hi^ins*s  place. 

6067.  Did  Hi^ins  supply  them  with  the  means  of  going  on? — He  did  not; 
and  their  statement  was,  that  if  they  had  had  the  means  to  proceed  on  they 
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'^ould  have  done  so.    They  also  stated  that  Higgins  would  say  to  them  that  he      J-  Mamanmu 

had  not  received  the  Post  OflBce  order  from  Mr.  Frost,  and  he  could  not  furnish        

them  with  the  means  until  he  had.  s      *7  ^^J  *86o. 

6068.  In  the  meantime,  did  they  remain  at  Higgins's  house  r — ^Yes ;  and  it  i 
heyond  a  doubt,  that  whatever  would  be  given  to  send  them  on  as  soon  as  this 
would  be  consumed  (he  would  keep  them  in  the  house  during  the  time  the 
money  would  last),  and  the  moment  the  money  was  spent  he  would  say, 
"  I  have  received  the  order  now,"  and  settle  their  account  and  drive  them  out 
on  the  streets. 

6069.  Did  Higgins  ever  contradict  that  ? — ^Never ;  he  had  frequently  been 
before  the  magistrates  upon  the  complaints  of  these  people,  and  he  could  not 
contradict  it.  ' 

6070.  These  people  first  made  the  application  to  you,  you  brought  the  case 
before  the  magistrates,  the  statement  of  the  paupers  was  made,  and  this  man 
did  not  deny  it? — Several  other  of  the  police  constables  brought  them  also; 
and  I  often  heard  of  these  things. 

607 1 .  Have  there  been  men,  women,  and  children  sent  over  during  the  last 
four  years  ? — ^Yes. 

6072.  Among  them,  many  aged  people  ? — Yes,  a  great  many. 

6073.  Do  you  know  that  some  of  those  people  had  been  a  very  long  time  in 
England  r-^They  stated  so. 

6074.  Had  you  any  other  means  of  judging  besides  their  mere  word? — 
Nothing  more  than  their  accent. 

6075.  Is  not  that  tolerably  good  evidence ;  was  it  English  or  Irish? — It  was 
more  English,  I  should  say,  than  Irish. 

6o7(i.  A  change  of  that  kind  was  not  likely  to  occur  except  after  a  certain 
number  of  years  ? — I  should  think  not. 

6077.  Have  you  anything  further  to  state  to  the  Committee  about  these 
removals  ? — No. 

6078.  You  are  enabled  positively  to  state  that,  generally  speaking,  there  has 
been  no  person  present  to  await  the  arrival  of  the  vessel  ? — ^They  have  been 
a  great  deal  more  attended  to  for  the  last  12  months  than  they  were  before, 
because  there  is  a  man  named  Rtzgerald,  a  very  respectable  and  honest  man, 
and  he  generally  attends  the  arrival  of  the  steamer. 

6079.  But  there  were  many  complaints  made  before  the  magistrates  of  the 
other  man  ? — Yes. 

fio8o.  Was  he  a  common  labourer? — He  was  not  a  labourer,  but  he  was  a 
very  dissipated  character;  he  had  nothing  to  subsist  upon  beyond  what  he 
^ould  receive  from  Mr.  Frost. 

6081.  I  suppose  it  was  his  interest  to  make  the  most  he  could  out  of  Mr. 
Frost  and  the  paupers  ? — ^Yes ;  he  had  two  rooms. 

6082.  Chairman.']  Of  whom  are  you  now  speaking? — Of  Higgins;  he  had 
two  rooms,  and  when  20  or  a  dozen  of  those  poor  people  came  over,  if  there 
was  not  suflScient  room  in  those  two  rooms,  he  would  go  up  some  back  alley 
and  take  rooms  there  for  them,  and  stow  them  there. 

6083.  Mr.  Maguire.']  He  would  run  up  a  bill  against  them,  and  then  leave 
them  in  the  streets  of  Cork  ? — Yes ;  that  was  their  statement. 

6084.  Were  they  generally  left  in  Cork  with  no  means  of  going  forward  to 
their  destination  ? — Yes. 

6085.  Have  you  not  frequently  appealed  on  their  behalf  to  the  magistrates, 
and  have  not  the  spectators,  as  well  as  the  magistrates,  given  them  money t  o 
forward  them  to  their  place  of  destination  ? — ^Yes ;  I  have  often  known  the  magis- 
trates to  subscribe  for  that  purpose. 

6086.  Sir  W.  Miles.]  What  was  the  reason  why  Higgins  gave  up  his  situa- 
tion ?—  I  am  not  aware  of  that. 

6087.  Fitzgerald  is  employed  now  by  Mr.  Frost  ? — ^Yes ;  and  he  is  a  very 
respectable  man. 

6088.  Cfiaiijnan.]  You  say  that  you  are  one  of  the  constabulary  in  Ireland? 
—Yes. 

6089.  You  spoke  of  being  on  duty  in  London ;  what  did  that  mean  ? — I 
had  an  offender  over  here,  a  prisoner ;  and  I  was  returning. 

6090.  What  did  you  mean  when  you  spoke  of  being  on  duty  at  the  time  you 
saw  the  paupers  being  put  on  board? — I  was  on  duty,  and  I  was  retiurning 
home. 
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j.'Mmfitkums.        ^opi.  Had  you  any  duly   in  ocqiiiexkai  with  tfae  paupera  ? — Not   tiie 


•  : —     fgi:_ 

17  J«iy  libo.         6092.  Your  duty  had  reference  to  something  else  ? — Yes, 

6093.  What  you  have  been  Btating  was  what  you  obftdrmd  when  yen  were 
aocidentally  on  board  the  aame  "vrasel  with  these  paup»si^ — ^Yes. 

6094.  Ilow  many  occasions  do  you  spei^  of  when  you  «tate  that  yoei  have 
aaen  the  paupers  put  on  boards  and  wh^  you  describe  the  state  im  which  Mr. 
Frost,  or  his  agent  was  '^ — Twi^ 

6095.  Do  you  mean  to  tell  the  Committee  that  on  each  of  those  occasions  y«u 
•flaw  Frost  drunk  ?— I  saw  him  under  the  influenoe  of  drink  at  one  time,  and 
fitrongly  undw  the  influence  of  drink  at  another  time ;  and  I  saw  him  on  this 
occasion  drink  two  glasses  of  spirits. 

^096.  You  say  that  you  have  been  twice  on  board ;  were  they  two  foUawing 
4i^B9  or  on  different  occasioaa ; — Y^. 

6097.  Had  you  to  camie  over  here  on  two  different  ocoasions  with  on  offender? 
—Yes. 

6098.  When  was  it;  last  yeiff  ? — On  one  occasion  it  was  about  thrw  years 
ago  ;  I  think  about  two  years  ago  the  other. 

6099.  Did  you  on  each  occasion  see  Mr.  Frost  ? — Yes. 

6100.  Was  he  coming  on  board? — Yes ;  he  was  on  boanL 

6101.  The  first  thing  that  you  saw  him  doing  was,  as  I  understood  you,  dis* 
4nlrating  bread  and  cheese  to  these  poor  people? — Yes. 

6x0 J.  What  led  you  to  think  that  he  was  under  the  influenoe  of  drink  r — He 
had  the  appearance  of  it ;  and  the  smelL 

6103.  Did  that  seem  to  interfere  with  what  he  was  about  in  giving  bread 
iUai  eheese  to  the  paupers  ?— I  should  say  that  he  would  have  done  it  better, 
or  acted  more  prudently  towards  them,  if  he  had  not  takea  ihe  drink. 

6104.  It  has  be^L  stated  that  these  poor  people  are  put  <m  board  without 
having  anything  to  eat ;  what  was  it  that  made  you  think  that  this  man,  in 
disbibutii^  what  was  necessary  for  the  sustenance  of  these  paupers^  was  drunk  ? 
— ^I  do  not  consider  that  he  was  drunk  at  that  particular  time,  but  he  appeared 
1x)  be  strongly  under  the  influence  of  drink,  and,  after  the  l^ead  and  checdc 
were  distributed,  1  saw  him  drink  two  glasses  of  spirits. 

6 1 05.  What  did  you  infer  from  that  ? — 1  thought  it  was  not  right  to  do  it. 

5 1 06.  Are  two  f^ses  of  whisky  conaidared  an  extra  allowance  at  Cork? — 
No  :  it  is  not ;  I  would  not  consider  it  at  all  extra. 

^107.  Have  you  not  seen  people  take  that  quantity,  and  not  be  the  worse 
for  it  ? — I  do  not  know  that. 

6108.  What  happened  next ;  was  Frost  quite  incapab]^  of  managing  himself  ? 
— He  was  not  quite  incapaUe  of  mana^ng  himself. 

6 1 09.  Then  what  have  you  to  say  in  ^eosmexion  with  this  whisky,  (Ud  the  takiog 
ofJt  anake  him  incapable  of  Hnmaging  himself,  or  of  dealing  properiy  with  the 
paiq)ers  f — I  do  (Ovt  say  that  he  w»b  incapable,  but  merely  that  he  had  the 
appearanoe  of  being  under  the  influenoe  of  drink  at  the  time,  and  I  afterwards 
saw  him  drink  two  glasses  of  w^uaky. 

hSi  to.  But  you  stated  that  you  saw  him  distx&uling  bread  and  cheese  to  the 
people  on  going  on  board  ? — Yes. 

iHii.  You  have  further  stated  that  when  they  came  on  shore,  that  is  to  say, 
when  they  landed  at  Cork,  as  far  as  you  know,  they  always  asked  for  Higgins  f 
— Yes;  butnotAow. 

t)i  12.  Y^m  found  that  they  asked  ycm  where  Higgms*s  house  was,  and  you 
acmetinies  took  them  th^Te ;  that  is  when  he  was  not  present  to  receive  them  ? 
^-Yes. 

i6i  13,  You  also  stated  that  the  ship  ought  to  axrive  on  Sunday  mornings 
but  that  she  frequently  did  not  arrive  until  Monday  evemng,  or  Tuesday  mom- 
Bag,  in  consequence  of  the  bad  weathear  ? — ^Yes- 

til  14.  So  that  any  one  expecting  the  paupers  on  the  Sunday  was  very  likeljr 
not  to  be  there,  on  their  arrival  im  Monday  ei^emittg?— Yes. 

6115.  Then  did  you  take  these  paupers  to  Hig^us's  house  ? — Frequently* 

6ta4L  Did  he  refuse  to  ceerifie  theii  ? — Certaualy  not 

6117.  Higgins  was  tiuere,  aod  he  taok  then  into  his  iM>use  ?— Yes ;  but  verjr 
'oftett  he  wouM  not  be  there  Iw^lays,  he  would  he  away,  4ciiiking. 

£ti%.  Did  you  find  he  vnam  out  when  you  took  them  there  ?— les ;  but  there 
was  generally  a  woman  in  the  house,  and  she  would  take  them  in. 

6119.  Were 
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6iig.  Were  they  received  at  Higgins's  hoase  ?— Yes*  ji , 

6120.  The  place  to  which  they  were  appointed  to  go  ? — Yes.  n 

^isi.  Yott  have  stated  that  these  pampers  sometimes  were  turned  outa£  the      irAlyiMi^ 
home  in  a  state  of  desfeituticm  ? — Frequently. 

61 22.  Can  you  mention  any  case  in  which  they  were  so  treated,  gi^^iag^  Ae 
dste,  or  some  of  Hie  pavtieulars,  of  a  single  case  in  wiiich  tilay  wsve  tum^  out 
in  that  way  ? — I  never  took  a  note  of  it ;  but  I  frequently  had  them  before  tiie 
magistrates. 

61 23.  What  did  you  hear  before  the  mi^stnutes ;  did  ywL  take  tbem  before 
the  magistrates  ? — Yes. 

6194.  Was  that  upon  meeting  them  in  the  streets  ? — Yes,  when  they  came 
to  the  station,  making  complaints. 

6125.  Sir  If.  MUesJ]  Whet  were  the  comj^oints  that  were  made? — TTiat 
they  were  left  on  the  streets,  without  anything  to  eat. 

6126.  Chairman.']  What  has  the  treatment  been  described,  when  these  people 
came  before  the  magistrates,  that  they  received  ? — Generally  they  sent  for  the 
relieving  officer,  and  if  not,  they  subscribed  from  their  own  purses,  to  send 
them  on  to  their  place  of  destination. 

6127.  1  ^^^  it  for  graaited  that  that  is  the  way  in  which  people  get  relief  ib 
Irelmad ;  they  apply  for  relief,  being  destitute  i  —  Ye». 

6128.  It  is  not  only  paupers  who  come  from  England,  but  other  people  who 
are  destitute,  who  go  to  the  magistrates  ? — Yes,  or  to  the  relieving  officer. 

61 29.  The  union  is  bound  to  relieve  alT  such  persons  ? — ^Yes,  I  believe  so. 

6130.  You  cannot  give  us  t^e  number  of  cases  of  this  kind  which  have 
occurred,  or  any  of  the  particulars  ? — No,  I  cannot. 

6131.  You  have  mentioned  to  the  Committee  another  person,  of  whoK  we 
have  heard  notiiing  before,  a  person  of  the  name  of  Philipps ;  what  is  he  ? — Mb- 
is  a  conductor ;  I  think  Mr.  Frost  used  to  send  him  over  in  chai^  of  these 
people  sometimes. 

6132.  Mr.  Frost  used  to  give  breed  and  cheese  to  tiiese  people  himself,  and 
used  to  send  somebody  over  with  them^? — I  am  noi  aware  of  that. 

61 33.  Do  you  know  that  Mr.  Frost  sends  seme  person  over  witb  the  paupers^ 
— ^Not  always. 

6134.  Was  this  man  Philipps  on  board  on  the.  day  ti»t  ywi  wero  ?— No,,  be 
was  not. 

61 35.  Hovcy^u  had  any  conversation  with  Pfadlipps  t— I  had  him.  before  the 
magistrates  in  a  case. 

6 1 36.  What  did  you  h^ve  him  before  tiie  magisd^atea  for  ? — For  drunkennesB. 

6137.  Not  for  maltreatment  of  the  paupers? — ^No;;  bat  I  have  known,  or  I 
have  heard,  that  some  of  our  men  had  him  before  the  magistrates  for  some  ill 
treatment  to  a  pauper. 

6138.  ^x.  Maguire.']  You  heard  that  from  other  constables  ?— Yes. 
6 1^39.  Chairman,]  You  have  heard  it  from  other  constables  ? — Yes. 

6140.  Can  you  give  the  Committee  any  idea  of  what  Philipps's  dUty  was 
after  he  arrived  in.  Cork.  You  say  that  he  left  the  vessel  at  Passage  ?--Yes,  on 
one  occasion. 

6141.  What  happened  then  ? — When  the  ship  arrived  at  Cork,  these  parties 
were  inquiring  where  Uiggins's  house  wa& ;  and  they  stated  that  PhiUpps  had 
got  out  at  Passage,  and  they  wanted  to  know  where  Higgins  lived. 

6142.  Their  idea  was*  to  go  to.  Hi^ins? — ^Yes^  and  I  showed  them  the 
place; 

6143.  Did  yoa  see  Philipps  afterwards? — I  saw  him  the  following  day,^ 
drunk.. 

6144.  Did  you  ever  communicate  with  Philipps  on  the  subject  of  his  business, 
in  the  ease  when  he  had  left  the  paupers  ? — No.  I  recollect  perfectly  well  ask- 
ing, him.  on  that  occasion  why  he  got  out  at  Passage,  and  left  the  paupers  To 
come  up;  and  he  said,  ^^  I  ^t  a  drop  of  drink ;''  wA  if  he  had  not  taken  the 
drink,  he  would  not  have  done  so. 

6145.  He  never  told  you  what  his  business  was  with  them  ?— No. 

6146.  Mr.  Maguire.]  You  knew  that  he  was  a  conductor? — ^Yes,  1  did; 
I  believed  that  he  waa. 

$147.  Ckairman.]  Did  you  ever  hear  IfiggiDft  s^r  aiqfthin|^  about  Philipps-s 
duty  ? — No. 
0^5^  s  8  4  6148.  You 
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J.Mccnumu.         6148.  You  cannot  say  that  he  ^as  bound  to  accompany  the  paupers  up  to 

CJork?— No. 

ly  July  iSfio.  6149.  With  respect  to  the  case  of  Roger  Casey  and  Mrs.  Casey,  what  do  you 

know  about  the  money  that  was  given  to  them? — Just  merely  what  Casey 

told  me. 

6150.  He  did  not  tell  you  that  he  had  not  the  means  of  living,  as  he  crossed 
over  r — No,  he  did  not. 

6151.  Did  he  go  to  Higgins  ? — I  am  not  aware. 

6152.  Do  you  know  that  he  did  not  get  more  than  bs.  ?— No,  I  do  not  know ; 
he  stated  that  that  was  what  he  got. 

6153.  Mr.  Lockhart.]  Was  any  food  given  to  him,  do  you  know  ? — I  am  not 
aware. 

6154.  Chairman.]  What  is  Fitzgerald  ? — He  keeps  a  lodging-house  in  Leitrim- 
street. 

61 55.  Is  he  an  agent  of  Mr.  Frosfs  ? — ^Yes ;  the  paupers  go  there  now ;  he 
is  generaUv  at  the  quay. 

61 56.  To  receive  thero  ? — Yes. 

6157.  That  is  to  say,  if  they  arrive  at  the  time  that  the  boat  is  expected  ? — 
Whether  or  not,  he  generally  watches  the  arrival  of  the  steamer. 

6158.  Have  you  every  reason  to  believe  that  those  paupers  now  are  properly 
treated  by  Fitzgerald  ? — There  has  been  a  visible  improvement  in  the  last  12 
months. 

6159.  T^^  7^^  know  whether  he  gives  them  anything  to  assist  them  on  to 
iheir  place  of  destination? — I  believe  he  does ;  1  believe  that  whatever  he  gets 
for  that  purpose  he  gives  them. 

6160.  Did  you  ever  hear  the  magistrates  say  anything  about  the  state  of  the 
law,  as  to  the  obligation  upon  any  English  agent  to  give  English  paupers  money 
to  enable  them  to  go  on  ? — No. 

6161.  They  have  only  ordered  the  paupers  to  be  taken  to  the  relieving  oflScer, 
as  they  would  any  other  person  ? — Yes ;  but  very  often  they  forward  them  at 
their  own  expense  to  their  place  of  destination. 

6162.  Is  there  any  arrangement  among  the  gentlemen  or  merchants  of  Cork 
to  assist  these  poor  people  who  arrive  destitute,  and  who  have  been  bom  in,  or 
whose  destination  is  in  some  distant  place  in  Ireland? — I  beUeve  they  do  generally, 
when  there  is  an  application  made  to  them. 

6163.  There  is  some  charitable  provision  made  by  the  people  at  Cork  to 
assist  these  poor  persons  in  going  forward  ? — I  am  not  aware  of  that. 

6164.  As  fiEur  as  you  can  teU  the  Committee,  these  paupers  are  entirely 
dependent  upon  the  provision  that  Mr.  Frost  makes  here,  and  through  his 
agents  at  Cork  ? — Yes ;  they  must,  of  course,  subsist  on  the  provision  that  is 
made  for  them. 

61 65.  Do  you  know  of  any  persons  being  taken  into  the  workhouse  who  land 
at  Cork,  being  paupers  ? — Yes,  frequently,  from  this  country. 

6166.  Perhaps  they  are  natives  of  Cork? — I  think  so,  and  natives  of  other 
countries  also ;  I  am  not  positive  upon  that,  but  I  believe  it  to  be  the  case. 

6167.  Mr.  Barrow.']  When  you  met  these  people  on  board  the  vessel,  and 
they  wanted  further  assistance,  and  had  no  person  to  whom  they  could  apply, 
did  they  ask  you  where  Higgins  lived  ? — Yes. 

61 68.  Knowing  already  the  name  of  the  person  to  whom  they  had  to  apply  ? 
— ^Yes. 

6169.  You  stated  that  you  had  had  Hi^ins  before  the  magistrates  with  these 
paupers  more  than  once ;  was  it  part  of  the  charge  made  by  the  paupers,  that 
they  knew  Higgins  had  received  money  from  London  to  forward  them  with, 
and  that  he  had  not  given  it  to  them  ? — I  think  that  was  a  portion  of  the 
d[iarge. 

61 70.  Chairman.']  Do  you  mean  to  say  that  you  took  these  people  before  the 
magistrates  upon  a  charge  against  Higgins  of  that  kind  r — No ;  I  took  them 
when  they  made  application  for  relief ;  sometimes,  and  very  often  they  used  to 
accuse  Higgins  of  having  money  belonging  to  them. 

6171.  I  understood  you  to  say  that  you  had  had  Higgins  before  the  magistrates 
for  drunkenness  ? — Yes. 

6172.  Not  in  connexion  with  his  ill-treament  of  the  paupers  ?— It  was ;  he 
was  taken  before  the  magistrates  for  that  also,  they  saying  that  he  had  money 
belonging  to  them* 

6173.  Do 
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6173.  Did  you  ever  bring  Higgins  before  the  magistrates  on  that  ground?  J.  Macmwm. 
— ^No ;  but  I  heard  that  he  had  been.  

6174-  Mr.  Tollemache.]  Was  any  charge  proved  against  him  of  having  kept  *7  J«'y  i860, 
money  belonging  to  the  paupers  ? — T  believe  so  ;  I  heard  that  there  was. 

6175.  Mr.  BajTOw.]  I  asked  you  whether  you  had  heard  the  paupers  charge 
Higgins  with  having  kept  money  back  which  he  had  received  for  them  in 
London  ? — I  have  heard  it  from  other  constables. 

6176.  Mr.  Gregory.]  Where  did  you  see  Frost  when  he  was  in  liquor? — On 
board  the  London  steamer. 

6177.  It  was  not  on  one  of  those  occasions  which  he  described  when  the 
paupers  were  disposed  to  kill  him  with  kindness,  and  make  him  drunk  with 
whiskey  ? — ^There  were  none  of  the  paupers  with  him  at  the  time  he  was  drink- 
ing the  whiskey ;  they  might  have  given  him  what  drink  he  had  taken  before 
I  saw  him. 

6178.  You  did  not  perceive  that  there  was  that  pressing  hospitality  on  the 
part  of  the  paupers  to  Frost  which  induced  him  to  drink  ? — No. 

6179.  Are  you  aware  that  he  has  stated,  he  was  in  such  great  favour  with 
them,  that  it  was  necessary  for  him  to  leave  Ireland,  because  they  made  him 
drink  whiskey,  and  were  killing  him  with  kindness  ? — I  did  not  hear  that. 

6 1 80.  Mr.  Tollemache.]  You  say  you  have  crossed  in  the  steamers  with  the 
paupers  ? — ^Yes. 

6181.  When  you  have  crossed  over  with  the  paupers,  was  there  any  place  to 
which  they  could  retire  for  shelter  in  case  of  bad  weather  ? — I  am  not  aware ; 
there  is  no  place  unless  the  captain  wishes  to  allow  them  into  it ;  there  is  a  • 
place  called  the  barrack-room  ;  but  unless  the  captain  wishes  to  let  them  into 
it,  they  have  no  shelter,  imless  immediately  imdemeath  the  funnel ;  there  is  a 
covering  there  to  screen  the  machinery,  and  they  generally  put  some  tarpaulin, 
or  something  over  there,  but  it  rests  solely  with  the  captain  whether  he  will 
allow  it. 

6182.  Are  you  sure  that  Mr.  Frost  makes  no  arrangement  of  that  kind  with 
the  captain,  so  that  in  bad  weather  there  vriU  be  a  place  for  them  to  retire 
into  ? — I  am  certain  that  he  does  not.  I  made  particular  inquiry  of  the  cap- 
tains, and  they  stated  that  unless  they  vrished  to  do  so  themselves  there  is  no 
provision  made ;  unless  for  a  very  delicate  sickly  person,  and  of  course  they 
will  provide  that  party  with  shelter. 

6183.  Mr.  Gregory.]  Are  you  aware  that  Higgins  is  no  longer  employed  by 
Mr.  Frost  ?—  He  is  not. 

61 84.  If  Mr.  Frost  has  stated  that  he  is  in  constant  communication  with  him, 
and  that  he  sent  him  Post-office  orders  every  week  when  money  is  wanted, 
would  he  be  stating  that  which  was  not  the  fact  ? — I  believe  he  would.  « 

61 85.  Are  you  sure  of  it  ? — I  am  certain  ;  at  least  I  believe  he  has  not  two 
agents ;  I  believe  that  Fitzgerald  is  his  agent  in  Cork. 

61 86.  You  have  stated  that  you  found,  on  many  occasions,  when  the  paupers 
had  gone  to  Higgins's  house,  that  he  has  been  out  drinking? — I  believe  so ;  he 
is  always  tippling  with  drink,  and  scarcely  ever  at  home. 

6187.  He  is  always  tippling? — Yes. 

6188.  Do  you  consider  that  Mr.  Frost  is  correct  in  saying  that  a  man  who 
is  always  tippUng  or  drinking,  is  a  very  respectable  man  ?— I  believe  quite  the 
contrary. 

61 89.  Mr.  Magture.^  Is  he  a  person  likely  to  treat  paupers  vrith  all  delicacy 
and  respect  ? — He  would  be  the  last  person  in  the  world,  1  think. 

6190.  Is  there  a  little  exaggeration  on  the  part  of  Mr.  Frost,  when  he  says 
that  the  paupers  are  always  treated  with  the  greatest  tenderness  and  respect  ? 
— I  do  not  believe  that  to  be  the  fact. 

6191.  Higgins  was  not  a  person  who  treated  them  with  respect? — No,  I^ 
believe  not. 

6192.  Chairman.]  Can  you  give  the  Committee  one  instance  of  ill-treatment 
of  the  paupers  by  Higgins  ? — I  could  not. 

6193.  Mr.  Maguire.^  Do  you  remember  being  on  board  the  London  steamer 
when  she  stopped  300  or  400  yards  from  the  quay? — Yes ;  I  remember,  on  that 
occasion,  that  there  was  a  woman  and  child  came  over,  and  this  Higgins  or 
Philipps  was  in  charge  of  them ;  it  appeared  to  me  that  he  was  in  charge  of  this 
woman  and  child,  and  she  appeared  to  be  lunatic  or  out  of  her  mind.  The  captain 
called  my  attention  to  the  parties  when  they  came  to  the  quay,  and  the  captain 
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T.  M^manus.      said,  "  He  is  the  man  in  charge  of  this  woman,  but  he  seems  to  take  the  things 

very  indifferently."     I  went  over  to  Philipps  and  spoke  to  him. 

17  July  i860.  6194.  Who  said  that? — It  was  Captain  Holland  who  said  that.     I  spoke  to 

him  about  it,  and  I  said,  "  You  had  better  take  care  of  that  woman  ^  for  she 
said  that  she  would  throw  the  child  into  the  river.  And  he  said,  ^^  I  am  afraid 
to  go  near  her ;"  and  he  stood  on  the  deck,  and  he  would  not  go  a  step  or  take 
tha  slightest  trouble  about  her.  She  went  out  of  the  boat,  and  she  sat  out  on 
the  edge  of  the  quay,  and  I  had  to  go  and  get  a  car  to  remove  her  to  the 
Bridewell. 

61 95.  Chatrma^L]  Philipps  was  aftaid  to  have  anythiog  to  do  with  her  ? — He 
stated  so. 

6196.  Wafi  she  insane  r— She  a^qpeared  so. 

6197.  What  did  you  do  with  her? — I  took  her  to  the  Bridewell,  and  I  think 
slie  was  sent  to  the  workhouse. 

61 98.  Did  she  prove  to  be  insane  ?— She  appeared  to  be  so. 

6 1 99.  Mr.  Maguire.]  He  took  no  care  of  her  ?—  Not  the  slightest ;  he  would 
not  even  assist  me  with  her. 

6200.  And  therefore  she  might  have  flung  the  child  into  the  river  ? — Yes ;  I 
believe  she  would  have  done  so.  I  had  to  get  a  man  to  hold  her  hands  to  take 
care  of  the  child,  for  she  knocked  her  head  against  one  of  the  windows  in  the 
car,  and  cut  herself. 

6201.  He  took  no  care  of  her? — ^Not  the  slightest. 

6202.  Can  you  state  positively,  of  your  own  knowledge,  that  there  is  no 
organized  arrangement  for  the  purpose  of  sending  paupers  back  to  London,  or 
to  send  them  on  to  their  place  of  birth  ?— I  do  not  believe  there  is. 

6203.  Whenever  an  appeal  is  made  in  a  parochial  case ;  suppose  the  case  of 
a  woman  removed  from  her  family,  who  are  living  in  London,  or  who  wants  to 
go  on  to  some  distant  place,  do  the  gentlemen,  wdio  happen  to  be  present,  put 
their  hands  into  their  pockets  to  subscribe  for  the  purpose,  either  of  sending 
them  to  London  or  to  their  place  of  birth  ? — Yes. 

6204.  Chairman.']  Are  you  speaking  of  what  you  constantly  perceive,  that 
the  gentlemen  at  Coyk  put  their  hands  into  their  pockets  and  provide  these 
paupers  with  the  means  of  reaching  their  destination  ? — 1  have  known  the 
magistrates  to  give  them  money,  I  think  out  of  the  court,  for  that  purpose. 

6205.  I  suppose  there  is  a  poor-box,  and  they  order  some  money  to  be  given 
to  them  ? — I  do  not  believe  that  they  have  a  poor-box- 

^        6206.  Out  of  what  fund  is  the  money  ordered  to  be  paid  ? — I  tiiink  that  it  is^ 
money  in  court. 

6207.  Do  you  see  persons  in  the  street  relieving  these  paupers  by  giving  them 
money  out  of  their  own  pockets  ? — Not  those. 

6208.  Mr.  Maguire,']  Have  you  ever  known  the  magistrates  on  the  bench  sub- 
scribe  out  of  their  own  poekets,  for  the  purpose  of  sending  these  poor  peqple  on  i 
— Yes,  I  have  often  been  in  court,  and  seen  subscriptions  entered  into  for  the 
purpose  of  forwarding  them  on. 

6209.  When  Mr.  Frost  said  that  Higgins  lived  in  LeitrinMtreet,  he  was 
not  correct  ?— He  was  not  correct ;  he  did  live  there. 

6210.  I  mean  at  the  time  he  was  his  agent? — Yes. 

6211.  Chairman.']  Have  you  ever  had  any  personal  difference  with  Higgins 
owing  to  his  conduct  ? — Never  in  my  life. 

6212.  Mr.  Maguire.]  Have  you  any  interest  in  this  matter  one  way  or  the 
other? — Not  the  slightest. 

6213.  You  attend  the  steamers  to  watch  for  suspicious  characters? — Yes. 

6214.  Have  you  not  taken  an  interest  in  these  people  who  are  removed  to 
Cork? — I  have  considered  it  my  duty  to  direct  them. 

621 5.  Do  you  consider  it  your  duty  to  assist  any  person  who  appears  to  be  in 
difficulty  or  distress  ? — Yes. 

6216.  Is  that  part  of  your  duty  as  a  constable  ? — ^Yes,  I  believe  so. 

62 1 7.  And  to  the  best  of  your  ability  you  do  discharge  your  duty  ? — Decide^.^ 
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Mr.  Robert  John  O'Shaughnessy,  called  in ;  and  Examined. 

<)2i8.  Mr.  Magutrt.]  YOU  are  clerk  of  Ae  Cork  Union?— Yes.  n^^LSl"^' 

621 9.  How  many  years  have  you  been  in  that  position  ? — Over  13  years.  Crmaugmm^f. 

6220.  Are  applications  frequently  made  to  your  Board  of  Guardians  to  receive  .  ,     ^^ 
people  who  have  been  removed  from  i&igland  to  Cork  ? — Yes,  almost  every  week.  ^  *     * 

6221.  Have  you  in  the  workhouse  now  any  number  of  paupers  wlw)  have 
been  removed  from  England  to  Cork  ? — ^Yes. 

6222.  Will  you  state  the  number  ? — The  number  at  present  in  the  house  of 
paupers  who  have  been  removed  from  Englmid  is  71- 

6223.  How  many  of  those  were  bom  in  the  union,  or  belong  to  it  ? — There 
are  19  of  those  who  would  have  daims  on  the  Cork  Union  who  were  bom 
there,  and  52  who  were  not  born  there,  and  who  do  not  belong  to  it. 

6224.  Chairman.]  Can  you  state  within  what  period  of  time  these  removals 
have  taken  place  ? — ^I  spesdc  now  of  the  number  in  the  house  who  were  returned 
at  any  time,  and  who  have  remained  in  the  house ;  some  of  those  cases  have 
been  eight  or  10  years  in  the  house. 

6225.  Mr.  Maguire.']  Out  of  the  71  j  there  are  52  who,  you  say,  have  no  claim 
upon  the  union  ? — Yes ;  who  were  not  bom  in  the  union,  or  who  have  not 
resided  in  it  for  any  time. 

6226.  And  who,  if  they  had  been  transmitted  to  their  native  place,  would 
not  be  in  the  Cork  Union  ?— Certainly  not, 

6227.  Would  that  number  of  71  give  the  Committee  any  idea  of  the  num- 
ber who  are  annually  received  into  the  workiumse? — No;  the  number  of 
persons  r^noved  and  who  have  become  chargeable  to  the  Cork  Union,  has 
diminished  very  much  of  late ;  within  the  last  year  I  think  there  were  under 
100  persons  relieved  in  the  Cork  Workhouse.  Previously  to  that,  the  number 
received  were  double,  and  treble,  and  quadruple  that  number ;  up  to  as  many 
as  400  in  a  year ;  for  the  last  year  the  number  was  under  100  persons. 

6228.  Have  there  been  many  complaints  made  by  these  paupers,  of  the 
manner  and  mode  of  their  transmission  from  London,  or  Liverpool,  or  Bristol, 
to  Cork  ? — Very  many ;  in  almost  every  case  they  have  complained  of  some 
hardship,  except  when  they  were  transmitted  in  fine  weather ;  then  they  have 
not  complained ;  but  the  number  transmitted  in  the  summer  is  very  much 
smaller  than  the  number  who  are  sent  over  in  the  winter  weather  ;  and  there- 
fore  the  complaints  are  more  numerous  in  the  winter  than  in  the  summer ; 
but  they  complain  upon  many  occasions  of  great  sufferings,  and  great  hard- 
ships on  their  passage,  and  that  they  are  very  much  neglected.  I  should  men- 
tion to  the  Committee  that  these  complaints  have  been  very  much  less  frequent ; 
within  the  last  year,  or  so,  1  have  not  had  so  many  complaints  by  feu* ;  I  have 
inquired  very  often,  and  into  nearly  every  case  that  came  before  the  guardians, 
and  latterly  they  have  been  much  less  frequent ;  I  think  it  is  perhaps  owing  to 
Mr.  Frost  having  changed  the  person  who  acts  for  him  at  Cork. 

6229.  Have  you  had  any  formal  statements  made  by  the  paupers  as  to  their 
mode  of  treatment? — When  I  became  aware  that  I  was  to  appear  before  this 
Committee,.!  sent  for  a  number  of  persons,  who  at  present  are  inmates  of  the 
workhouse.  I  took  them  quite  at  hapha2ard,  without  selection,  seven  or  eight 
of  them,  and  they  made  statements  which,  in  effect,  are  all  very  nearly  the 
same ;  and  if  the  Committee  wish  it,  I  will  read  some  of  those  statements. 

6230.  Are  they  formal  declarations  ? — Yes,  solemnly  taken  before  a  magis- 
trate of  the  county  and  city. 

6231.  Chairman.']  What  are  these  statements  about  ? —They  are  about  the 
hardships  of  removal,  the  hardships  that  they  have  suffiered  on  removal.  That 
is  the  point  that  I  thought  it  necessary  to  apply  my  attention  to ;  for  when  I  read 
Mr.  Frost's  evidence,  I  certainly  never  was  more  surprised  in  my  life. 

6232.  Where  did  the  evidence  of  Mr.  Frost  appear  ? — In  Saunders's  news- 
paper. This  is  the  statement  of  Catherine  Keane : — *^  I  am  a  widow  ;  I  am  over 
60  years  of  age.  I  have  lived  in  England  for  26  years  past ;  at  first  I  lived  in 
Liverpool  for  eight  years  ;  I  went  from  Liverpool  10  Chelsea,  witli  my  husband, 
who  was  a  pensioner  ;  after  his  death  I  was  removed  by  the  parish  authorities 
of  Chelsea  to  the  West  Derby  Workhouse,  where  I  was  supported  for  seven 
yeara  and  eight  montiis,  without  leaving  the  house.  In  April  last  I  went  to 
seek  for  a  boy  of  mine,  who  had  left  Liverpool,  and  being  destitute  and  suffering 
from  sore  eyes,  I  ^>plkd  ibr  relirf  to  the  workhouse  at  Ajshton*4inder'Iine,  six 
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Mr.  JL  /.         miles  from  Manchester.     I  was  kept  there  for  three  weeks,  and  was  then  removecL 

(yshoughnesstf.      j  ^^  ^^^  ^^  board  a  steamer  at  Liverpool.     The  weather  was  severe,  and  rain 

~~j     77       fell  nearly  the  entire  time  of  the  voyage ;  my  clothes  were  quite  wet  through  ; 

17  July  i8t)o.      there  was  no  protection  or  shelter  from  the  weather.    We  were  34  hours  on  the 

voyage.     I  was  obliged  to  be  on  the  deck  all  the  time.     My  eyes  were  very  sore 

when  I  was  put  on  board,  and  from  my  sufferings  on  the  voyage,  I  was  obliged 

to  come  into  hospital  in  Ck)rk,  on  my  arrival  on  the  8th  of  June.     No  one  met 

me  on  the  quay.'*     I  questioned  her  particularly  on  that  point,  and  she  said 

that  nobody  did  meet  her.    This  took  place  in  June  last. 

6233.  Mr.  Maguire.]  Thirty-four  hours  would  be  a  fearful  passage,  would  it 
not  ? — Yes,  terrible  ;  a  most  unusual  one  ;  22  hours  is  considered  a  fair  average 
voyage  to  Cork  from  Liverpool.  The  next  is  the  case  of  Bridget  Dillon : — 
'M  am  a  widow ;  I  have  five  children,  aged  1 1  years,  nine  years,  seven  years, 
five  years,  two  years.  My  husband,  John,  was  a  labouring  man ;  he  died  in 
January  1859  ;  we  lived  for  10  years  near  Penzance,  in  Cornwall.  I  am  a  native 
of  Clare.  A  man  came  on  board  the  steamer  at  Plymouth  with  me ;  he  wanted 
to  leave  the  ship  :'*  the  women  took  hold  of  him. 

6234.  Chairman.]  Where  did  the  women  take  hold  of  him  ? — At  Plymouth. 
^^  He  wanted  to  leave  the  ship ;  but  as  I  was  told  that  if  he  left,  I  should  not  get 
anything  to  take  me  home,  1  and  another  woman  held  him,  and  prevented  him.. 
He  came  as  far  as  Passage,  where  he  got  ashore.  His  name  is  Sinmions.  He 
gave  me  one  meal  of  bread  and  meat  on  Saturday,  the  day  I  came  on  board,  and 
he  gave  me  Is.  6d. ;  he  did  not  give  me  anything  on  Sunday.  We  arrived  in 
Cork  on  Sunday  morning,  and  I  got  nothing  whatever  to  take  me  on  further.** 
The  distance  to  her  native  place  would  be  over  100  miles,  and  she  had  five 
children. 

6235.  With  her? — Yes  ;  and  they  are  in  the  workhouse  now.  '^  There  was 
no  shelter  on  board  the  ship  for  my  children  or  myself ;  we  were  exposed  on 
the  deck  all  the  time.  We  were  removed  by  the  parish,  against  my  consent,  oa 
the  7tb  of  this  month.*'  The  statement  in  almost  every  case  is  (and  I  certainly 
read  that  part  of  the  evidence  of  Mr.  Frost  with  great  surprise),  that  they  were 
removed  against  their  consent.  1  remember*  a  case  of  one  person  who  was 
removed  with  her  consent ;  but  in  every  other  case  that  I  ever  met  with,  they 
have  stated  that  they  were  removed  strongly  against  their  consent,  and  to  their 
detriment,  as  they  could  have  done  better  in  London. 

6236.  Mr.  Maguire.']  You  never  heard  that  any  large  number  of  them  were 
anxious  to  come  back  to  Ireland  for  the  purpose  of  dying  there  ? — No ;  the 
thing  is  incredible  to  me.  The  next  is  the  case  of  Charlotte  Hill:—"  I  am 
about  40  years  of  age  ;  I  lived  for  29  years  in  London ;  I  supported  myself  by 
my  own  industry  as  a  hat-binder ;  I  applied  for  reUef  at  the  workhouse  of  St. 
Clement's,  in  the  Strand ;  I  was  admitted  and  kept  for  a  fortnight ;  I  was  then 
removed  against  my  consent/'  I  asked  them  in  every  case  whether  it  was  with 
their  consent  or  against  it,  and  they  said  that  it  was  not.  *'  I  was  put  on  board 
a  steamer  for  Cork,  on  the  4th  December  1858 ;  the  weather  was  very  harsh 
and  severe;  there  was  no  protection  whatever  from  the  weather;  I  had  to 
remain  on  the  deck  for  the  four  days  and  four  nights  the  voyage  lasted,  ex- 
posed to  the  rain,  which  fell  nearly  all  the  time,  and  to  the  sea,  which  fre- 
quently broke  over  the  ship ;  I  was  wet  and  cold,  and  suffered  so  much,  that  1 
often  wished  I  was  dead.  I  was  benumbed  with  cold,  and  I  beUeve  I  would 
have  died  if  it  had  not  been  for  the  kindness  of  a  sailor,  who,  at  about  two 
o'clock  on  the  second  night  of  the  voyage,  took  me  to  a  place  near  the  funnel 
of  the  steamer,  where  I  got  a  little  warmth.  I  got  4  lbs.  of  bread,  1  lb.  of  bad 
cheese,  and  a  little  coffee  and  sugar.  There  ^nqs  do  one  to  meet  me  at  the 
steamer ;  others  were  removed  at  the  same  time.  I  came  at  once  to  the  Coi^ 
workhouse  from  the  steamer  with  some  other  women.''  The  next  case  is  that 
of  Margaret  Shackell : — "  I  am  a  widow;  my  husband  was  in  the  Marines  when 
I  married  him ;  he  was  25  years  in  the  service,  and  had  a  pension  of  1  5.  a  day 
after  his  dischai^;  he  was  bom  in  Watford,  Herefordshire;  we  were  16  years 
married;  we  lived  for  13  years  in  the  White  Yard,  near  the  London  Docks; 
he  died  six  years  ago.  I  Uved  in  White  Yard  for  three  years  after  his  death  ; 
I  then  removed  to  Dudley-street,  Paddington,  and  liv«i  there  for  over  two 
years.  I  supported  my  children  by  washing  and  charing,  until  last  January^ 
when  I  was  obliged  to  ask  for  relief,  in  consequence  of  my  having  got  a  very 
sore  leg.     1  applied  to  St.  Pancras  Workhouse^  Camden  Town;  they  to<dc 
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me  into  the  hospital,  and  kept  me  for  a  fortnight ;  they  then  took  me  out        Mr.  R.  X 
of  a  sick  bed ;  they  did  not  take  me  before   a  magistrate ;" — ^this  was  in     (fShaughmmi. 
January    1860;    she  could   not   fix   the  day — "nor   to    any   court-house;  I 

they  did  not  ask  me  to  make  any  oath  or  declaration ;  they  only  asked  *'  '^  '  ^*^^ 
me  where  I  was  bom,  and  I  said  in  the  county  of  Cork ;  1  was  born  in  Bantry, 
60  miles  distant  jfrom  Cork,  and  left  it  at  10  years  of  age.  I  lived  24  years  in 
London ;  they  put  me  into  a  cab,  and  drove  me  to  Wapping  at  seven  o'clock 
in  the  evening,  last  February.  I  slept  at  Mr.  Frost's  that  night;  the  next 
morning  I  was  put  on  board  a  steamer  for  Cork.  I  was  unable  to  walk  or 
stand  on  account  of  my  leg  being  sore ;  I  had  no  bed  on  board  the  steamer^ 
nor  any  shelter.  I  had  to  lie  on  the  deck  for  four  days  and  three  nights.  When 
I  came  to  Cork  Mr.  Fitzgerald  gave  me  a  night's  lodging,  and  8^.  for  supper, 
which  I  paid  for.  ^fhe  next  day,  Monday,  I  came  into  the  hospital  of  the  Cork 
workhouse,  where  I  am  since.  I  left  two  children  in  London,  one  11  years 
old,  in  service  at  Mr.  Bacon's,  Werbeth  Grove,  Lothbury-road,  Paddington ; 
the  second,  eight  years  old,  in  care  of  a  friend  at  Bayswater.  I  begged  to  be 
allowed  to  remain  in  London  with  my  children,  but  they  forced  me  away  out 
of  a  sick  bed."  That  poor  woman  is  in  the  hospital  at  Cork,  and  her  leg  con- 
tinues very  sore. 

6237.  Did  you  hear  what  state  she  was  in  when  she  went  into  the  hospital  ? 

— x\0. 

6238.  But  the  fact  being  that  she  was  received  into  the  hospital  you  would 
regard  that  as  a  proof  that  she  was  in  a  condition  requiring  medical  treat- 
ment?— Beyond  all  doubt;  the  expense  is  so  much  greater  that  the  guardians 

are  very  careful  in  seeing  that  none  but  suitable  objects  are  put  into  the 
hospital ;  the  medical  officers  always  examine  the  hospital  every  week,  to  see 
whether  there  are  any  that  can  be  moved  out,  as  the  diet  there  is  more  expensive. 
I  judge  from  the  appearance  of  the  woman  that  she  must  have  been  very  poorly 
indeed. 

6239.  With  regard  to  the  8rf.  that  she  received  from  Fitzgerald,  would  that 
earry  her  on  to  Bantry? — No,  nor  8^.  The  next  case  is  that  of  Ellen 
Madden : — "  I  am  a  widow,  and  do  solemnly  and  sincerely  declare  that  I  am 
«,bout  38  years  of  age.  I  resided  16  years  in  the  parish  of  Marylebone,  in 
London.  My  husband  was  a  labourer  ;  he  fell  off  a  scaffold,  and  had  to  go  into 
St.  John's  Infirmary,  New-road.  This  occurred  in  June  1856.  I  was  at  work 
with  a  laundress,  and  supported  myself ;  but  as  I  was  far  advanced  in  preg- 
nancy, in  the  month  of  December  I  became  unable  to  work,  and  applied  for 
relief  at  Somers  Town  workhouse,  in  which  neighbourhood  I  was  then  living 
for  eight  days.  I  was  received  into  the  workhouse,  and  was  kept  for  a  fortnight ; 
I  was  then  removed  against  my  consent.  My  husband  was  still  living,  and  in 
the  infirmary.**  (The  man  has  died  since.)  "  I  was  put  on  board  a  steamer  for 
Cork  in  the  month  of  December.  The  weather  was  cold  and  severe ;  I  suffered 
very  much  from  cold  and  exposure  on  the  deck ;  there  was  no  shelter  or  pro- 
tection from  the  weather.  I  was  within  about  three  months  of  my  confinement ; 
there  was  no  bed  or  comfort  of  any  kind  provided  for  me.  I  got  6  lbs.  of  bread 
and  some  coffee  and  sugar,  nothing  more.  A  nian  came  with  us  as  far  as  Ply- 
mouth, and  then  left.  I  asked  him  to  give  me  a  shilling  even  to  pay  my  lodging, 
and  that  I  would  try  and  walk  to  Limerick,  my  native  place  ;  he  refiised,  and 
told*  me  there  was  a  workhouse  in  Cork  that  I  could  go  to.  No  one  met  us  on 
the  quay.  I  got  no  money,  and  had  to  come  to  Cork  workhouse  the  night  I 
landed."  The  next  case  is  that  of  Mary  Dudley : — "  I  am  a  widow,  aged  60 
years.  I  lived  in  London  for  28  years ;  for  23  years  of  that  I  lived  in  St.  rulcras 
Without.  I  got  relief  upon  several  occasions,  after  my  husband's  death,  from 
Grray's  Inn-lane  Union.  1  supported  myself  by  washing  for  a  laundress.  My 
four  children  are  now  living  in  London  ;  they  were  all  born  there.  I  wanted  to 
go  into  the  workhouse  in  December  1856,  as  I  was  unwell,  partially  paralysed  in 
the  legs.  I  applied  to  a  magistrate  at  Bagnigge  VVells  for  an  order,  and  he  gave 
me  one  to  St.  Luke's  workhouse,  as  I  slept  in  that  parish  the  night  previous  to  my 
appUcation.  They  kept  me  for  a  fortnight,  and  removed  me,  against  my  will,  on 
Christmas-day.  1  had  enough  of  bread,  cheese,  coffee,  and  sugar.  The  weather 
was  very  severe,  with  rain  and  snow,  and  we  were  allowed  to  go  into  the  hold, 
in  which  there  were  some  bags  filled  with  sand,  with  a  httle  straw  over  them ; 
and  that  was  all  the  accommodation  we  had.  No  one  met  us  at  the  quay,  nor 
was  any  lodging  provided  for  us."     This  woman  came  into  the  workhouse  imme- 
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Wr.  «-J.  diately  after  her  arrival  ITic  next  erne  k  that  of  Catherine  Pliairr— "  I  am 
^Bkm^^am^.  carried.  I  have  three  children  in  the  workhouse,  Cork  ;  ages,  16  yetos,  1} 
vearB,  and  8  jrears  My  hneband  was  a  carpenter ;  served  hie  time  (seven 
i7Jiay  i^6o.  y^ars)  to  Mr.  Meyers,  builder.  He  lived  for  28  years  in  Loadon;  he  was  * 
native  of  Douglas,  near  Cork.  He  joined  the  Turkish  Contingoit  abeut  four 
years  ago ;  I  was  paid  1  /.  1/.  a  week  while  he  was  away,  for  10  months.  He 
fell  into  bad  health  in  the  Crimea^  and  had  to  return  home.  About  six  months 
after  his  return,  we  were  obliged  to  apply  for  relief  at  St.  Andrew's  workhouse, 
in  which  parish  we  had  resided  for  17  years ;  they  admitted  us  to  tiie  house  for 
a  fortnight,  and  then  sent  us  over  to  Cork,  much  against  our  will.  We  were 
removed  in  November  J  856.  The  weather  was  very  severe  ;  we  were  aU  ex- 
posed on  the  deck,  and  had  no  shelter.  I  had  an  infant  six  months  old  with  me. 
We  had  inifficient  of  bread,  cheese,  coffee,  and  sugar.  No  one  came  with  us: 
no  one  met  us  at  the  quay  at  Cork  ;  we  had  no  lodging  provided  for  us.  Mj 
husband's  friends  assisted  him  for  some  time,  and  then  we  had  to  come  into  tl^ 
workhouse."'     lliat  man  is  living,  and  she  believes  he  is  in  London. 

6240.  Have  you  three  relieving  officers  in  your  city  division  ? — Yes. 

6:241.  Are  they  men  of  intelligence  and  good  character,  and  truthfulness?-* 
They  are  men  holding  most  respectable  positions  in  life,  and  of  most  irreproacb- 
able  characters* 

6242.  Have  you  a  solemn  declaration  made  by  those  men  as  to  this  questum? 
— Yes,  I  have.  I  thought  the  Committee  would  wish  to  have  information  on 
this  point. 

6243.  Chairman.']  What  point  ? — As  to  the  hardships  which  these  poor  pe<^ 
suffer  upon  being  removed,  and  their  separation  from  their  familes. 

6244.  Mr.  Maguire.']  Have  the  kindness  to  read  that  declaration  ?— '^  We, 
the  undersigned,  Timothy  Lane,  Robert  Thompson,  and  Samuel  Flanagan, 
being  the  relieving  officers  of  the  City  of  Cork  Division  of  the  Cork  Union,  do 
solemnly  and  sincerely  declare  that  we  have  relieved  a  very  large  number  of 
persons  removed  from  the  several  English  unions  to  Cork ;  that  the  poor  per- 
sons so  removed  have  constantly  made  many  and  bitter  complaints  of  the  extreme 
hardships  they  have  suffered  on  their  voyage,  from  their  having  been  exposed,  on 
the  deck  of  the  steamers,  to  the  severity  and  inclemency  of  the  weather;  that 
their  sickly  and  exhausted  appearance  frequently  gave  the  strongest  confirma- 
tion of  the  truth  of  their  complaints,  which  they  have  repeated  before  the 
magistrates  and  guardians,  and  the  description  of  their  sufferings  has  been 

.  such  as  to  call  forth  from  the  authorities  here  the  strongest  expressions  of  ind^- 
nation  at  the  manner  in  which  they  were  treated,  and  has  often  evoked  actife 
sympathy  for  their  trials ;  that  in  no  case  has  it  ever  conae  to  our  knowledge 
that  the  poor  so  removed  had  been  provided  with  shelter  or  protection  bm 
the  weather,  with  clothing  or  bedding ;  that  if  they  had  been  so  provided,  we 
believe  it  muf^  have  come  to  our  knowledge ;  that  in  many  cases  poor  persons 
«o  removed  have  been  landed  on  the  quays  sick  and  feeble,  unprovided  with 
food  or  money,  without  any  person  to  procure  them  lodging  or  support,  and 
often  distant  40,  60,  60,  or  70  miles  from  their  native  places,  the  localities  to 
which  they  should  have  been  removed ;  that  in  many  cases  the  poor  so  removed 
have  complained  that  they  were  not  provided  with  even  sufficient  food  on  tbe 
vojage ;  that  a  person  came  in  charge  of  them  for  a  portion  of  their  journey, 
then  gave  them  a  few  pence,  and  left  them ;  that  during  12  or  13  years'  expe- 
rience, during  which  many  hundreds  of  cases  of  persons  removed  from  Englub 
miions  have  come  under  our  notice,  we  have  never  known  of  any  poor  person 
a^X  was  not  removed  unwillingly,  and  who  has  not  complained  of  being  90 
removed.  We  have  known  many  cases  of  poor  persons,  natives  of  Dublin, 
Belfast,  Londonderry,  Galway,  King's  County,  Limerick,  Clare,  Kerry,  as  weB 
«.&  of  the  remote  parts  of  this  county,  who  have  been  landed  on  the  quays  of 
Cork  utterly  destitute,  and  without  anor  means  of  going  to  their  places  of  birth. 
We  have  known  cases  of  women  approaching  the  period  of  confinement  havrng 
been  removed,  and  we  have  never  heard,  and  do  not  believe,  that  a  bed  hat 
ever  been  provided  in  such  case,  or  tiiat  there  was  any  additional  comfort  €r 
HMommodation  for  them ;  but,  on  the  contrary,  complainte  have  been  made  ta 
«is  by  the  women  themselves,  that  they  were  exposed  to  the  weatiier  on  the 
d«ck  of  the  steamer,  without  any  such  protection  as  their  delicate  oondittoii 
t^uired.  This  statement  refers  to  facts  which  have  frequently  occurred  iq>  t0 
the  present  date,  13th  July  1860  ;'*  and  signed  by  three  relieving  officers. 

6245.  Chaimm^l 
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6245.  Chairman.]  Who  drew  that  up ;  Jid  you  draw  it  up  ?— I  wrote  it  horn  Wr.  ff^  -/• 
tiieir  dictation ;  I  merely  put  their  statement  into  Aat  language.  ff^kmf^mmf, 

6246.  Who  drew  it  up  for  them  ?— They  stated  the  facts,  and  I  drew  it  up.  

6247.  And  thiBn  they  signed  it?— They  took  it,  and  read  it  carefully,  and  17  J«»^y  »*•• 
made  a  solemn  declaration. 

624  8^  They  signed  it  after  you  gave  it  to  them  ? — ^They  took  it  to  the  magis- 
flute's  office,  and  signed  it  afiierwards  ;  I  was  not  present. 

6249.  Mr.  Magnire.'}  Does  not  that  document  bear  the  official  stamp? — 
Yes. 

6250.  Have  you  in  any  way  put  down  words  of  your  own,  or  have  you  taken 
down  the  statement  as  they  made  it  to  you  ? — Only  that. 

6251.  You  merely  acted  as  their  amanuensis  ? — That  was  all. 

6252.  Have  you  any  means  of  knowing  that  the  paupers  to  be  sent  to  Kerry, 
Cork,  Limenck,  Tipperary,  or  to  distant  parts  of  the  county  of  Cork,  are  j»o** 
vided  with  money  to  carry  them  on  ?— I  think  I  can  say  that  they  are  not,  and 
I  will  tell  the  G)mmittee  why  ;  I  have  spoken  seversd  times  to  Mr.  Fitz^rald^ 
who  now  acts  for  Mr.  Frost,  and  from  time  to  time,  recently,  I  have  seen  letters- 
that  he  has  shown  me  that  Mr.  Frost  has  addressed  to  him,  and  tiiose  letters 
contain  the  names  of  the  parties  who  are  to  be  removed  by  the  next  steamer, 
imd  in  a  great  number  of  cases,  I  may  say  the  majority,  there  was  *'  Lodging"' 
only  attached  to  the  names,  for  which  4  d.  svm  to  be  paid  to  Fitzgerald ;  in 
other  cases  attached  to  the  name  was  Bantry,  Skibbereen,  Macroom,  and  so  on, 
saad  the  words  "  Lodging  only,  no  money.*' 

6253.  You  are  positive  of  that  r — Y^. 
62544  You  saw  that  yourself  ? — ^Yes. 

6255.  Did  Mr.  Fitzgerald  get  the  letters  in  Mr.  Frost's  handwriting  ? — Yes. 

6256.  If  Mr.  Frost  has  stated  that  in  every  case  he  had  provided  his  agents 
in  Cork  with  money  to  send  them  on  to  their  destination,  that  would  not  be 
correct  ? — ^That  would  only  be  Frost  against  Frost.  In  other  oases,  the  sum  of 
money  that  has  been  set  down  opposite  to  the  names  was  a  great  deal  les9  than 
I  know  the  parties  could  have  been  removed  for ;  I  saw  2  s.  opposite  a  case  of 
Bantry,  and  I  know  tiiat  no  one  could  be  removed  to  Bantry  for  2«.,  and  I  said, 
^^  How  do  you  manage,  when  you  only  get  so  much,  to  send  them  such  long 
distances?**  He  said,  '^I  do  ti^e  beet  I  can ;  I  send  then  out  of  the  oity  as 
far  on  the  way  as  the  money  will  take  them ;  the  magistrate  are  very  angry 
when  they  are  left  in  t^e  dty,  and  I  send  them  on  as  far  as  I  can ;"  and  in  the 
instance  that  he  gave,  he  said,  ^^  If  I  have  not  sufficient  to  send  them  to 
Limerick,  I  pay  their  fare  to  Buttevant,  or  Charleville,  and  then  let  them  get 
on  as  well  as  they  can." 

6257.  How  far  is  Buttevant  or  Charleville  from  Cork  or  Limerick  ? — ^They 
are  both  between  30  and  40  miles. 

6258.  That  is  scarcely  half  way  ? — It  is  about  half  way  ;  an  outcry  hay  been 
raised  about  the  number  of  persons  left  in  the  dty  of  Cork,  and  who  ought  not 
to  have  been  left  there  ;  and  I  think  Mr.  Fitzgerald  very  reasonably  wishes  to 
prevent  that,  by  taking  them  as  far  out  of  the  city  as  the  means  left  at  his 
di£nposal  will  enable  him  to  do. 

0259.  The  guardians  are  much  annoyed,  are  they  not,  at  seeing  so  many 
people  destitute  in  the  city  ? — ITiey  are  very  much  so. 

6260.  Is  their  motive  one  that  has  merely  reference  to  the  question  of  rates, 
or  is  it  one  that  is  influenced  by  humanity  ? — I  think  it  is  one  that  is  influenced 
by  humanity  entirely,  or  principally. 

6261.  The  question  of  rates  scarcely  ever  enters  into  their  consideration  ? — 
They  have  never  spoken  of  it. 

6262.  They  have  no  desire  to  send  these  people  away,  have  they? — Ttey 
have  a  desire  to  comply  with  the  urgent  solicitations  of  the  people. 

6263.  But  they  do  not  themselves  wish  to  obtain  a  power  of  removal  r — No; 
I  have  on  hundreds  of  occasions  been  present  when  poor  persons  have  told  a 
tale  of  so  much  suffering  and  hardship,  and  what  was  believed  to  be  a  wrong, 
that  many  gentlemen  have  put  their  hands  into  their  pockets,  and  have  sub- 
scribed a  sufficient  sum  to.  send  them  to  their  localities,  or  in  many  cases  to 
assist  them  to  return  to  the  place  from  which  they  were  removed. 

6264.  Su-  W.  Miles.]  To  England  ?— Yes. 

6265.  Mr.  Maguire.]  The  guardiass  do  not  wish  to  obtain  the  power  ot 
removal  ?— Very  far  from  that ;  I  do  not  think  they  wish  for  a  law  of  settlement 
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Mr.  JL  J.  in  Ireland  at  all.  With  respect  to  the  want  of  protection  from  the  weather, 
ifSkaughneiig.  q^  ^j^^  ^^^  Qf  ^  steamer,  I  may  mention  in  confirmation  of  the  statements  of 
_  TT  the  poor  themselves,  that  I  have  examined  the  steamer,  and  there  is  a  spar  deck, 
17  J  y  1  0.  J  think  they  call  it,  which  extends  over  a  good  deal  of  the  upper  deck  of  the 
steamer,  and  this  would  be  a  protection  from  moderately  severe  weather ;  but  I 
think  it  would  be  no  protection  from  very  severe  weather,  and  only  a  very  slight 
protection  from  the  sea.  There  is  a  barrack-room  as  they  call  it  amidships,  or 
nearly  amidships  ;  it  is  rather  more  forward  than  amidships,  and  that  would  hold, 
perhaps,  30  people  or  more  sitting  down ;  but  then  there  is  no  accommodation 
for  Ipng  down,  no  bed  nor  berth ;  and  upon  inquiring  of  the  seamen  on  board, 
I  asked  whether  the  paupers  who  were  removed  from  England  were  allowed  the 
accommodation  of  this  barrack-room,  and  they  said  no,  that  it  was  generally 
reserved  for  soldiers.  I  inquired  more  precisely  of  the  gentleman  who  has 
charge  of  the  passenger  department  of  the  steam-ship  company,  and  he  told  me 
that  the  paupers  were  not  entitled  to  it,  that  it  was  not  paid  for ;  that  the  deck 
passage  was  \2s.6d.\  that  there  was  an  extra  charge  of  2  ^.  6  d.  for  any  covered, 
accommodation  like  the  barrack-room  ;  that  the  soldiers  were  entitled  to  this^ 
that  it  was  paid  for,  and  their  provisions  also  were  paid  for;  while  but  \2s.  6d. 
was  paid  for  the  passage  of  the  paupers,  1  /.  1  ^.  was  paid  for  every  soldier,  that 
is,  including  the  barrack-room  accommodation,  or  covered  shelter,  and  the  food. 
Captain  Holland  made  a  similar  statement  to  me. 

6266.  Sir  TT.  MilesJ]  Where  was  that  from? — From  London.  The  captain 
of  the  steamer  coming  from  London  confirmed  the  statement  of  the  gentlemaa 
who  conducts  the  passenger  traffic,  of  the  name  of  M^Gowran. 

6267.  Mr.  Maguire.']  Do  not  the  captains  of  the  steamers  frequently  allow 
these  poor  people  to  go  into  the  barrack-room  ? — lliey  stated  that  the  captains 
had  permitted  them  in  bad  weather. 

6268.  The  barrack-room  is  no  protection  against  the  sea? — ^Yes;  but  the 
hatches  are  open. 

6269.  A  wave  that  swept  the  deck  would  not  only  wet  those  on  deck,  but 
reach  those  in  the  barrack-room? — Yes. 

6270.  Colonel  Smyth^  The  barrack-room  is  below,  is  it  not  ? — ^Yes. 

6271.  Mr.  Beecrqft.]  Is  not  some  part  of  it  covered  ? — ^Yes,  by  a  hatch ;  you 
descend,  and  benches  are  set  round  the  room,  and  the  benches,  I  think,  would 
afford  sitting  room  for  about  30  or  40. 

6272.  Chairman.']  What  would  be  the  case  if  the  hatches  were  down  ? — The 
people  would  be  suffocated. 

6273.  ^^-  Moiffuire.]  Have  you  reason  to  believe  that  soup  and  brandy  are 
ever  provided?— -I  asked  Captain  Holland  about  that,  and  be  said  that  no  such, 
things  were  ever  provided. 

6274.  Did  he  say  that  he  made  any  inquiry  about  it  ? — ^Yes ;  he  said  he  had 
asked  the  steward  and  the  cook. 

6275.  Would  they  be  likely  to  know  ? — ^Yes ;  the  steward  would  be  the  only 
person  to  give  out  the  brandy. 

6276.  And  the  cook,  the  soup  ? — Yes. 

6277.  Have  you  anything  further  to  state  to  the  Conunittee  ? — I  do  not  know 
that  I  have. 

6278.  Chairman.']  When  did  you  hear  that  you  were  to  be  examined  before 
this  Committee?— On  Thursday  last. 

6279.  Was  a  meeting  of  the  guardians  called  ? — No. 

6280.  Did  you  communicate  with  any  of  them  ?— Yes,  I  did. 

6281 .  Was  it  determined  then  to  take  the  depositions  of  certain  of  the  women 
in  the  workhouse  ? — I  did  that,  propria  motu,  myself. 

6282.  Did  they  have  a  copy  of  the  evidence  of  Mr.  Frost,  so  far  as  it  had 
been  taken  here,  and  published  in  the  newspapers  ?— I  did  not  think  it  neces- 
sary to  consult  the  guardians ;  I  thought  it  merely  necessary  to  intimate  to 
them  that  I  had  received  an  order  from  this  Committee  to  attend,  and  that  I 
considered  that  peremptory. 

6283.  Did  they  agree  upon  the  course  you  were  to  take  ? — Ho. 

6284.  Did  they  say  that  you  had  better  go?— They  said  nothing.  I  did  not 
consult  them  upon  that  point. 

6285.  You  went  to  the  workhouse,  and  selected  these  six  persons? — ^The  six 
were  the  first  persons  who  came  to  me,  I  made  no  selection. 

6286.  Did  you  take  no  pains  to  verify  their  statements^  by  asking  them 
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whether  they  had  stated  the  truth? — I  took  the  utmost  pains  in  my  power  to         Mr. R.j. 
arrive  at  the  truth.  ffShaughnessy. 

6287.  I  suppose  these  persons  had  heen  in  the  workhouse  for  some  time  ?—       

For  the  periods  they  mention,  from  the  dates  of  their  admission.  *7  Ju^y  i860. 

6288.  I  think  there  was  one,  even  this  year? — ^Yes,  there  are  two  this  year, 
and  one  this  month. 

6289.  Do  you  ever  make  any  examiDation  yourself,  when  any  of  the  paupers 
come  over,  so  as  to  hear  their  statements  when  they  first  arrive? — Yes,  on  their 
arrival  at  the  workhouse ;  I  do  not  see  them  before  that  time. 

6290.  You  say  that  in  those  cases,  when  they  come  over,  they  come  to  the 
workhouse  immediately  ? — Generally  immediately,  or  the  day  after ;  sometimes 
on  the  very  day ;  but  in  the  event  of  Mr.  Fitzgerald  being  present,  which  I 
believe  he  is  generally,  they  do  not  come  until  the  day  after  their  arrival,  that 
is  the  rule  now ;  coming  in  earlier  than  that  is  the  exception,  but  it  was  not  the 
case  previously  to  last  year ;  they  used  to  come  up  on  Sunday  evenings. 

6291.  I  presume  thej  are  never  turned  away  when  they  come  to  the  work- 
house ? — Never. 

6292.  Anybody  would  point  out  to  the  paupers  where  the  workhouse  was, 
on  their  arriving  ? — ^Anybody  can  inform  them. 

6293.  Did  you  ever  hear  of  a  great  number  of  them  lying  about  in  the 
street  of  Cork,  not  being  able  to  hear  of  anybody  who  would  relieve  them  ? — 
No. 

6294.  Do  you  believe  that  masses  of  these  paupers  are  sometimes  lying 
about  the  quay,  without  food,  and  without  shelter  ? — I  think  that  anybody  on 
the  quay  could  tell  them  where  they  would  be  relieved  at  once. 

6295.  In  fact,  a  poor  person  could  not  be  in  that  destitute  condition  in  Cork, 
from  the  readiness  that  is  shown  in  receiving  them,  and  the  facility  that  there 
is  for  discovering  where  they  can  obtain  relief? — They  could  not  remain  any 
length  of  time.  I  fancy  that  any  person  connected  with  the  steamers  could 
at  once  send  them  on  their  way  to  the  workhouse ;  it  is  about  a  mile  and  a  half 
from  the  steamer. 

6296.  Your  arrangements  are  sufficiently  complete  to  prevent  such  a  spectacle 
as  that  which  I  have  referred  to  ? — Yes. 

6297.  I  mean  that  there  is  no  chance  of  there  being  no  one  to  receive  them 
in  the  workhouse,  or  of  their  being  rejected  on  applying  for  relief? — No. 

6298.  I  think  you  stated  that  for  some  time  past  the  agent  for  the  person 
who  undertakes  to  send  them  over,  has  been  very  regular  in  his  attendance  ? 
— ^Yes ;  and  complaints  latterly  have  been  much  less  frequent  than  they  used 
to  be. 

6299.  Have  there  been  any  applications  to  the  magistrates  alleging  that  the 
agent  does  not  give  them  means  enough  to  reach  their  destination,  and  that 
they  therefore  apply  for  relief? — ^I  have  seen  that  report  in  the  newspapers,  but 
I  cannot  state  it  of  my  own  knowledge.  Mr.  Humphreys  is  here,  the  clerk  of 
the  justices,  who  will  probably  give  evidence  on  that  point. 

6300.  Are  you  a  solicitor?-— No. 

C301.  You  are  clerk  of  the  union  ? — Yes. 

630a.  You  know  the  state  of  the  law,  do  you  not,  with  respect  to  the  liability 
of  Irish  unions  ? — I  think  that  I  know  the  Irish  Poor  Law. 

6303.  When  a  pauper  is  left  in  Ireland,  the  liability  necessarily  attaches  to  the 
union  ? — ^Yes,  where  he  is  found  destitute. 

6304.  Perhaps  you  are  aware  of  what  the  law  is  with  respect  to  the  liability  of 
English  parishes  removing  paupers,  and  that  their  liability  ceases  when  they 
have  landed  them  in  some  Irish  port  ? — I  was  not  aware  that  that  was  the  state 
of  the  law.  I  have  always  heard  it  stated  that  an  English  parish  ought  to 
remove  them  to  the  localities  to  which  they  belong. 

6305.  Is  that  the  general  impression  which  prevails  ? — Yes,  the  universal 
impression  in  Cork. 

6306.  Does  it,  do  you  think,  extend  to  the  magistrates  who  administer  the 
law  ? — Yes,  I  think  it  does. 

6307.  Perhaps  that  has  created  some  feeling  against  Mr.  Frost  for  not  giving 
these  people  sufficient  to  enable  them  to  reach  their  destination  ? — I  think  it  is 
likely. 

6308.  There  has  been  a  great  outcry,  has  there  not,  against  the  number  of 
persons  who  have  been  deposited  in  Cork  ? — ^Very  considerable. 
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(y^!L3k  ^'  ^3^9-  I*  increases  the  charge,  I  suppose,  to  the  union  ? — Of  course  it  would. 

ShMighnei^.        63 10.  Has  Mr.  Frost  made  any  arrangement  with  the  guardians  or  the  magis* 
17  J  I   i860 •     *r^*^^  ^^  ^t^  ^^y  other  persons,  to  carry  those  paupers  out  of  the  union? — 

^   ^^        •      None  with  the  guardians. 

6311.  Is  there  any  arrangement  made  with  any  person  in  Cork? — Nothing 
beyond  what  I  have  mentioned.  Fitzgerald's  own  statement  to  me,  that  the 
magistrates  have  spoken  so  strongly  about  leaving  persons  in  Cork,  who  do  not 
belong  to  that  locality,  that  he  has  thought  it  better  to  send  the  people  as  far 
away  as  his  means  will  enable  him. 

6312.  Into  a  neighbouring  union,  and  wherever  they  are  taken  the  union  is 
liable  when  they  are  placed  there  ? — ^Yes. 

6313.  Fitzgerald  sends  them  out  of  the  Cork  Union  ? — ^Yes. 

6314.  And  that  satisfies  the  magistrates  at  Cork? — ^They  know  nothing  more 
about  them. 

6315.  You  have  stated  that  there  is  a  great  prejudice  against  anything  like 
settlement  in  Ireland  ? — ^That  is  the  feeling,  as  far  as  I  am  aware. 

6316.  It  would  be  better  perhaps  for  paupers  if  there  was  a  more  distinct 
liability  to  support  them? — I  think  not. 

631 7.  I  understand  that  they  walk  from  20  to  30  miles  to  their  destination  ? 
—Yes ;  but  that  is  at  their  option.  They  cannot  be  refused  relief,  and  they 
are  not,  in  point  of  fact,  refused  relief  in  tiie  Cork  Union. 

6318.  Mr.  Gregory.}  Do  they  not  often  walk  from  union  to  union,  and  in 
that  way  obtaining  a  night*s  lodging,  in  order  to  reach  their  destination  ? — 
Yes. 

6319.  Chairman.']  That  would  always  be  given  to  them  ? — Yes. 

6320.  Mr.  Gregory.']  Could  it  be  refused  ?—L^ally  not. 

632 1.  Chairman.]  Have  you  heard  of  any  case  of  hardship  lately,  in  the  case 
of  people  who  have  come  over  from  England  ? — ^In  Ireland? 

6322.  Yes? — No. 

6323.  Do  you  believe  it  possible  that  paupers  could  be  deposited  on  the 
roadside,  and  that  unless  some  persons  found  them  and  relieved  them,  they 
might  be  starved  to  death? — It  is  possible  in  remote  neighbourhoods,  but 
I  think  it  must  be  a  circumstance  of  very  rare  occurrence.  I  think  it  would  be 
quite  possible  in  neighbourhoods  like  the  county  of  Clare. 

6324.  Why? — Because  the  number  of  inhabitants  is  very  few;  you  may 
travel  for  many  miles  and  not  see  a  cottage. 

6325.  Can  you  state  to  the  Committee  what  is  the  number  of  persons  who 
are  in  the  habit  of  coming  over  by  the  month,  or  by  the  year  ? — ^The  number  is 
very  small  now,  as  compared  with  what  it  has  been. 

6326.  Do  as  many  as  30  persons  come  over  together  ? —Yes. 

6327.  Do  you  not  hear  of  much  smaller  numbers  than  that  ? — Yes.  I  never 
knew  of  30  making  application  to  the  workhouse  at  one  time,  but  I  have  heard 
of  many  instances,  and  I  take  this  from  the  statements  of  the  poor  themselves, 
that  20  or  30  have  been  removed  at  the  same  time,  and  even  a  larger  number ; 
but  I  think  that  that  is  very  unlikely  now,  or  in  the  last  12  months. 

6328.  Have  you  examined  the  vessels  yourself? — Yes,  some  of  them. 

6329.  You  stated  that  the  barrack  room  would  hold  about  30  people  ? — ^About 
that  number. 

6330.  When  soldiers  are  on  board  they  have  a  right  to  go  there  ? — Y^es,  so 
I  am  informed. 

6331.  You  do  not  say  that  it  is  always  filled  with  soldiers  whenever  the  poof 
are  removed  ? — No. 

6332^  Therefore  if  Mr.  Frost  has  said  that  there  is  a  barrack-room  in  which 
the  paupers  are  placed,  with  the  leave  of  the  captain,  that  is  correct  ? — Yes. 

6333.  Did  you  ever  hear  of  any  paupers  being  refused  when  the  weather  was 
bad,"  if  they  wanted  to  go  into  the  barrack-room  ?— No,  I  never  asked  that 
question. 

6334.  Has  not  the  statement  of  some  of  these  paupers  been  that  they  had  no 
place  for  shelter  ? — So  they  say  ;  and  I  believe  that  they  would  not  be  allowed 
into  the  barrack-room,  unless  the  weather  was  very  bad. 

6335.  Have  you  asked  them  the  question  ? — Yes ;  and  one  was  admitted  into 
the  barrack -room,  and  so  deposes. 

6s j6.  And  all  the  others  say  they  were  refused?— No  ;  they  said  they  were 

not 


Digitized  by 


Google 


SELECT  COMMITTEE  ON  IRREMOVABLE  POOR.  339 

not  taken  to  it.    They  said  that  they  did  not  know  that  there  was  such        Jdr.H.J. 
accommodation.  O'/MmyAntuy. 

6337.  They  did  not  say  that  they  had  applied  for  it? — No.  

6338.  You  say  thatyou  have  spoken  to  the  captain  of  the  steamer? — Yes,I  have.      »7  '"^y  **^- 

6339.  Did  he  give  you  the  same  lamentable  account  as  to  the  way  in  which 
paupers  are  left  on  the  deck  unprotected? — No;  but  he  admitted  that  they 
were  on  deck,  exposed  to  the  rain,  and  to  the  sea,  and  to  the  weather. 

6340.  It  is  what  is  called  a  deck  passage,  is  it  not  ? — Yes. 

6341.  Did  he  say  that  there  was  no  protection  against  the  weather  r— Except 
the  spar  deck,  there  is  none,  he  says. 

6342.  That  is  a  covering,  is  it  not? — Yes. 

6343.  Then  they  are  not  left  exposed  on  the  deck?  —  Yes,  they  are  left 
exposed  on  the  deck,  with  the  exception  of  the  protection  of  the  spar  deck, 
which,  he  said,  would  not  protect  them  against  wet,  or  against  the  sea,  or  severe 
rain. 

6344.  With  the  exception  of  the  covering,  they  are  exposed  ?— Yes,  with  the 
exception  of  the  spar  deck. 

6345.  What  is  that  ? — I  believe  it  forms  a  gangway  for  passing  from  one  side 
to  the  other. 

6346.  You  do  not  mean  to  say  that  paupers  are  treated  worse  than  other 
people  who  take  a  deck  passage  ? — No. 

6347.  Did  he  say  that  people  who  were  sickly  had  accconmiodation  found  for 
them  somewhere  ? — No. 

6348.  Did  you  ask  him  the  question  ? — I  did  ;  and  he  said  that,  some  time 
since  (he  was  not  quite  sure  whether  it  was  a  case  of  removal),  but  a  woman 
was  very  bad,  and  she  died  before  he  arrived  in  Cork.  He  said  that  he  put  her 
into  a  berth ;  but  he  was  not  certain  whether  it  was  one  of  the  pauper  removals, 
or  a  mere  deck  passenger. 

6349.  He  did  not  say  that  if  she  had  been  a  pauper  he  would  have  refused 
her  a  berth  ? — No.  I  wished  him  to  say  whether  it  was  the  case  of  a  pauper ; 
but  he  said  that  he  could  not  say  positively. 

6350.  Have  you  any  reason  to  believe  that  there  is  any  extraordinary  inhu* 
roanity  exhibited  by  persons  on  board  these  vessels  ? — I  think  that  they  treat 
them  as  humanely  as  they  can.  I  think  it  is  neglect  more  than  inhumanity 
that  is  to  be  complained  of.  I  do  not  think  that  enough  is  done  for  the  com- 
fort of  the  poor,  and  that  they  would  be  better  provided  for  if  the  English 
imion  were  to  contract  directly  with  the  owners  of  the  ships  (as  is  done  in  the 
case  of  the  military)  that  these  persons  should  be  provided  with  the  barrack 
accommodation,  and  be  let  know  that  they  had  it,  and  also  that  they  were 
provisioned  by  the  ship ;  because  at  present  they  all  concur  in  the  statement 
that  they  get  from  4  lb.  to  6  lb.  of  bread,  and  some  cheese,  which  they  cannot 
consume,  and  a  little  tea  and  sugar,  or  a  little  coffee  and  sugar ;  all  the  paupers 
I  have  spoken  to  concur  in  that  statement,  that  the  provisions  are  unsuitable 
and  insufficient  for  a  sea  voyage  of  four  days. 

635 1 .  Do  people  consume  more  when  they  are  on  the  sea  than  at  other  times  ? 
—No,  less. 

6352.  Why  is  what  they  get  unsuitable  ? — I  think  that  if  they  are  sick  their 
appetite  requires  something  better  than  coarse  bread  and  bad  cheese. 

6353.  Perhaps  they  cannot  eat  it? — I  think  not ;  they  say  they  cannot  eat 
it,  and  they  bring  a  quantity  of  the  food  that  they  get  with  them. 

6354-  Perhaps  they  tell  you  that  they  are  very  sick  at  sea  ?  —Sometimes  they 
are ;  and  I  think  the  majority  would  be  likely  to  be  sick. 

6355.  In  one  of  the  cases  which  you  have  read,  the  woman  stated  that  when 
she  landed  at  Cork  there  was  none  to  receive  her,  and  she  was  wandering 
about  destitute  ? — She  said  that  she  was  destitute,  and  that  she  had  got  no  money 
and  no  lodging,  and  was  supplied  with  no  provisions. 

^35^'  That  was  a  case  in  which  Fitzgerald  was  not  so  vigilant  as  usual  ? — I 
think  it  was  not  a  case  of  Mr.  Frost's ;  it  was  from  Liverpool. 

6357.  Then  are  the  Committee  to  understand  that  it  is  only  from  the  Lon- 
don parishes  that  this  arrangement  is  made  with  an  agent  at  Cork  ? — So  I 
understand. 

6358.  Did  you  make  any  inquiry  of  Fitzgerald  before  you  came  over  here? 
—Yes. 
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Mr.  R.  /.  6359.  Did  he  see  those  cases  that  you  have  brought  before  the  Committee  ? — 

(yshaugkneuy.     Nq  .  t^^y  ^^,^  j^qj.  drawn  up  at  the  tune. 

T  I-  OC-.  6360.  But  there  were  several  cases  from  London ;  did  you  show  them  to  him  ? 

17  July  iTOo.     j^^^ 

6361.  Therefore  we  do  not  know  what  he  would  say  to  them? — I  do  not 
know  that  there  is  anything  that  he  would  contradict. 

6362.  What  has  been  your  experience  with  regard  to  the  statements  that  are 
made  at  the  workhouse  by  persons  applying  for  relief;  I  mean  the  stories  that 
they  tell  in  order  to  obtain  money  to  go  on ;  are  they  always  strictly  true  ? — 
No,  I  think  not.    I  think  they  should  be  received  with  great  caution. 

6363.  It  is  rather  notorious,  is  it  not,  that  people  in  that  condition  are  apt 
to  exaggerate  facts  and  to  make  representations  with  a  view  to  obtaining  assis- 
tance, which  are  not  strictly  true  ? — I  think  so. 

6364.  And  it  requires  a  Uttle  cross-examination  to  ascertain  the  truth  of 
what  they  state  ?— Yes ;  in  every  case  when  these  statements  have  been  made 
to  the  guardians  they  have  subjected  the  parties  to  a  very  strict  cross-exami- 
nation. 

6365.  They  do  not,  I  suppose,  send  to  England  to  ascertain  whether  what  they 
state  is  true  ? — No. 

6366.  Theur  stories,  I  suppose,  have  chiefly  reference  to  the  suflferings  they 
have  endured  by  being  removed? — Yes. 

6367.  Mr.  Gregory.']  These  persons  having  nothing  to  hope  or  to  fear  in 
making  these  statements  ? — No. 

6368.  And  therefore  you  may  place  more  reliance  on  their  statements  than 
upon  those  of  persons  merely  applying  for  relief  ? — Yes ;  I  should  correct  myself: 
they  have  some  little  to  hope  in  getting  charitable  assistance. 

0369.  Chairman.']  You  mentioned,  not  exactly  an  arrangement  that  was  made, 
but  a  subscription  has  been  raised  at  different  times  to  take  people  back  to 
England  ? — ^Yes. 

6370.  Just  be  good  enough  to  tell  the  Committee  a  little  more  about  that. 
I  suppose  it  is  known  that  the  persons  are  going  back  before  the  subscription  is 
raised  ? — Yes. 

6371.  Is  the  subscription  raised  with  a  view  to  take  them  to  a  particular 
parish,  or  just  to  carry  them  back  to  the  other  side  of  the  Channel? — I  believe 
the  cases  have  been  entirely  cases  of  removal  from  London ;  the  great  majority 
of  the  paupers  in  the  Cork  workhouse  are  cases  which  have  been  removed  from 
London. 

6372.  And  when  people  are  disposed  to  be  charitable  at  Cork,  they  give 
the  paupers  their  passage  back? — ^They  subscribe  sufficient  to  pay  half  the  fare. 

6373.  Do  they  give  them  a  deck  passage  back  ?— Yes. 

6374.  Do  the  paupers  ever  return  again  ? — I  never  knew  of  one  case. 

6375.  That  relieves  the  union  from  the  liability? — Yes,  it  does. 

6376.  Perhaps  that  is  a  good  calulation ;  it  saves  the  rates  in  Cork? — It 
does ;  but  it  saves  them  at  the  immediate  expense  of  the  guardians. 

6377.  You  spoke  I  think  of  other  people  who  subscribe  for  that  purpose  ? — 
Any  charitable  person,  but  it  has  not  come  within  my  own  cognisance  that 
any  beyond  the  guardians  have  subscribed. 

6378.  Do  they  charge  that  subscription  to  the  rates?— No,  it  is  personal 
only ;  I  have  never  known  one  penny  expended  out  of  the  frmds  of  the  union 
for  that  purpose. 

6379.  Mr.  Gregory.]  Would  not  the  auditor  strike  out  at  once  any  such 
charge  ? — Yes. 

6380.  Chairman.']  In  sending  back  these  paupers,  has  it  been  done  on  a  large 
scale  ? — Not  at  all. 

6381.  Not  wholesale  ? — No ;  in  individual  cases. 

6382.  Do  you  ever  send  English  paupers  back  to  London,  or  are  there  any 
in  the  Cork  workhouse  ? — There  have  been,  but  they  were  never  sent  back  to 
London  that  I  know  of. 

6383.  You  would  not  remove  those  paupers  from  Cork  ? — I  have  not  heard  of 
such  a  thing ;  it  could  not  be  done ;  the  Honourable  Chairman  I  presume  knows 
that  it  would  be  quite  illegal. 

6384.  Mr.  Maguire.]  Did  you  ever  hear  of  a  case  in  which  such  a  person 
was  removed  by  the  guardians  ?— Never. 

6385.  Chairman.] 
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6385.  Chairman.^  I  take  it  for  granted  that  in  the^e  cases  which  you  have  Mr.  A  /. 
mentioned,  if  subscriptions  are  raised  to  be  applied  to  the  Irish,  they  might  0'ShMghne$tf. 
equally  be  applied  to  the  English  ? — I  think  not ;  I  do  not  recollect  a  case  of  ' 
the  kind.   A  subscription  has  always  been  made,  in  consequence  of  the  hardships  *7  J«ly  i860, 
and  sufferings  that  these  people  have  endured,  or  in  consequence  of  their 

having  been  removed  from  members  of  their  family  resident  in  London. 

6386.  When  do  these  removals  take  place;  will  you  mention  exactly  the 
time  after  their  arrival  in  Cork  ? — Very  soon ;  as  soon  as  they  can  go ;  in  very 
many  cases  they  are  sent  to  the  hospital  immediately  on  their  arrival ;  in  other 
cases  they  go  into  the  body  of  the  workhouse. 

6387.  Does  any  number  of  the  poor  come  into  Cork  from  the  interior  to  go 
to  England  ? — I  do  not  know  of  any  cases  of  that  kind. 

6388.  Cases  of  clearances  are  not  so  frequent  as  they  used  to  be  ? — ^There  is 
very  little  indeed  of  that  in  the  south  of  Ireland,  if  any. 

6389.  I  believe  in  1847,  a  good  number  of  persons  passed  through  Cork,  on 
their  way  to  Liverpool  ?— Yes,  a  great  many. 

6390.  It  was  the  system  then  to  send  them  to  Liverpool,  from  which  they 
were  sent  back  as  soon  as  they  arrived,  and  people  also  came  from  the  interior 
to  go  to  Liverpool? — I  am  not  aware  of  the  facts. 

6391.  Is  the  emigration  to  England  much  less  than  it  used  to  be  ? — ^There  is 
very  little  from  the  south  of  Ireland  now,  and  there  is  no  necessity ;  I  believe 
employment  is  ample,  and  wages  are  good. 

6392.  Mr.  Maguire.'\  Suppose  the  case  of  a  woman  who  had  been  removed 
to  come  before  the  guiu*dians,  and  she  said,  ^^  I  can  get  a  sufficient  amount  of 
work  in  London,  and  the  members  of  my  family  are  living  there ;''  is  that  a 
case  that  would  excite  the  active  sympathy  of  the  Board  ? — Yes ;  that  is  a  type 
of  the  class  of  cases  that  would  receive  assistance. 

6393.  Chairman.']  Would  they  believe  that  statement  directly  it  was  made  ? 
— Upon  inquiry,  not  directly  it  was  made. 

6394.  Sir  fV.  Miles.]  You  have  made  inquiries  very  likely,  from  the  interest 
you  have  taken  in  passengers  from  the  different  ports  from  which  Irish  paupers 
are  sent  to  Cork,  I^verpool,  Glasgow,  Bristol,  and  London ;  and  can  you  state 
to  the  Committee  the  difference  in  the  fares  between  the  lower  class  fare,  and 
the  forecastle  or  deck  fare ;  what  would  be  the  difference  from  the  various  ports 
that  1  have  mentioned? — ^The  charge  for  covered  accommodation  is  2^.  6d. 
extra  from  Bristol  or  Liverpool. 

6395.  Do  you  think  that  if  that  2  s.  6  d.  additional  were  paid,  the  Irish  pauper 
would  have  nothing  to  complain  of,  as  far  as  the  accommodation  was  concerned  ? 
— With  2  ^.  6d.  additional  paid,  and  to  be  rationed  by  the  vessel,  they  would 
have  nothing  to  complain  of  on  the  score  of  removal. 

6396.  What  rations  would  you  give  them;  the  same  as  to  soldiers ? — Yes; 
something  suitable ;  something  that  the  steward  would  know  was  suitable. 

6397.  Have  you  ever  heard  any  complaints  made  that  paupers  have  been  sent 
over  from  England  upon  orders  of  removal  who  have  got  eventually  to  their 
own  union,  and  that  the  guardians  having  had  no  notice  of  it,  very  likely  a 
person  Piho  did  not  belong  to  the  union  has  been  foisted  upon  them  ? — Yes, 
I  have. 

6398.  Do  you  think  that  that  could  be  remedied  if  the  removing  parish  were  to 
send  to  the  clerk  of  the  imion  in  Ireland  to  which  the  pauper  was  to  be  removed 
a  copy  of  the  deposition,  and  if,  after  a  certain  time  had  expired,  a  negative  was 
not  received,  then  that  the  pauper  should  be  removed?— I  think  that  that  would 
be  a  most  salutary  arrangement. 

6399.  ^^^  ^^  ^^^  same  time,  from  the  port  of  debarkation,  whether  Dublin, 
Cork,  or  Waterford,  that  the  pauper  should  have  sufficient  money  to  carry  him 
to  the  place  of  his  birth  ? — I  think  that  would  be  a  just  arrangement  between 
union  and  union  in  Ireland. 

6400.  Would  there  be  any  difficulty,  as  between  an  English  union  and  an 
Irish  union,  in  seeing  that  that  arrangement  was  carried  on  economically  ? — 
I  think  none  whatever ;  I  am  sure  that  the  Irish  guardians,  from  the  feelings 
that  they  would  entertain,  would  most  willingly  co-operate  with  English  unions 
in  having  arrangements  of  that  kind  made.  Of  course  such  arrangements 
would  devolve  principally  upon  the  seaport  unions,  and  it  would  be  their  interest 
to  further  such  an  arrangement  as  that. 

6401.  Chairman.]  Would  not  that  be  recognising  in  some  way  a  liability  to 
0.95.  u  u  3  support 


Digitized  by 


Google 


342  MINUTES  OF  EVIDENCE  TAKEN  BEFORE  THE 

Mr.  R.  J.  support  the  poor  who  were  not  at  the  time  on  the  spot  ? — That  recognition 
(yShoMghnmy.    ^ould  be  by  the  English  union. 

~ — ^  6402.  As  far  as  I  understand  you,  you  say  there  could  be  an  arrangement 

17  JmIj  a 860.  made  between  an  English  union  and  an  Irish  union,  when  money  was  sent  to 
carry  a  pauper  to  the  place  where  he  was  bom,  and  that  the  Irish  union  would 
make  an  arrangement  with  the  English  union  to  share  the  expense  ? — No,  that 
is  not  what  I  understood.  What  1  understood  the  Honourable  Member  to  ask 
was  this,  if  an  English  union  wishes  to  remove  a  person,  say  to  Limerick,  and 
provides  moderate  funds  for  the  removal,  would  the  Irish  guardians  at  the  port 
of  debarkation  make  an  economical  arrangement  to  have  the  paupers  so  removed 
with  English  money  ?  and  I  say,  yes,  that  the  guardians,  as  far  as  I  can  judge, 
would  willingly  enter  into  such  an  arrangement  as  that. 

6403.  And  I  am  asking  you  as  to  that  arrangement;  I  can  understand, 
for  example,  at  Limerick  nobody  objecting  to  an  Enghsh  union  paying  the 
money  ;  but  what  arrangement  is  the  Limerick  Union  to  make  there  ? — As  I 
understood  the  question,  it  was  to  receive  due  notice  that  a  pauper  was  to  be 
removed,  and  that  the  p^urticulars  as  to  that  pauper  were  to  be  stated  to  the 
Irish  union  before  the  deportation,  and  that  sufficient  time  was  to  be  allowed  to 
elapse  in  order  that  any  rephcation  might  be  made  to  that  statement ;  and 
when  the  time  had  elapsed,  then  the  removal  was  to  take  place. 

6404.  Would  not  that  be  recognising,  on  the  part  of  the  Limerick  Union,  a 
liability  to  support  the  pauper  in  question  ? — I  do  not  think  it  would  have  that 
effect,  for  it  would  rather  be  giving  to  the  Limerick  Union  a  power  of  inquiring 
into  the  facts  stated  by  the  Enghsh  union. 

6405.  One  witness  has  stated  that  if  an  application  was  made  to  a  Board  of 
Guardians  in  Ireland  respecting  the  birth  of  a  pauper,  they  would  most  pro- 
bably send  back  no  answer  to  that  appUcatiou,  as  they  would  not  recognise  the 
liability  to  relieve  any  person  till  he  arrived  on  the  spot  r — I  should  differ  from 
that  witness. 

6406.  What  would  be  the  particular  purpose  and  object  of  the  Limerick  Union 
in  making  any  inquiry  r — In  order  that  they  might  first  understand  from  the 
English  removing  union  the  chargeabiUty  of  the  Limerick  Union  for  the  person 
about  to  be  sent. 

6407.  Then  they  would  expect  that  the  English  union  would  send  that  pauper 
to  Limerick,  if  the  Limerick  Union  could  not  show  that  the  pauper  was  not 
born  there  ? —  I  think  they  could. 

6408.  Ought  not  the  guardians  of  any  Irish  union  to  be  obliged  to  reply 
to  any  inquiries  of  that  sort  r — Yes. 

6409.  Would  you  refuse  to  reply  to  such  an  application? — No  ;  it  would  be 
most  improper  and  most  discourteous. 

6410.  Would  it  not  be  a  portion  of  your  duty  to  do  so? --Yes,  I  think  it 
would  be  a  portion  of  my  public  duty. 

641 1.  You  would,  to  a  certain  extent,  avow  that  there  is  a  liability  to  support 
a  pauper  in  a  particular  locality  in  Ireland  besides  the  seaports  ? — No  ;  I  think 
that  there  is  not  any  recognised  liability ;  but  I  think,  where  a  pauper  is  to  be 
removed  from  an  English  union,  they  ought  to  remove  him  to  the  union  to 
which  the  person  originally  belonged,  and  not  to  leave  that  person  upon  a 
union  to  which  they  never  gave  any  of  their  time  or  labour. 

6412.  You  want  some  arrangement  to  be  made  for  the  purpose  of  reUeving 
the  seaports  of  the  number  of  persons  who  are  sent  to  them  ? — Yes ;  and  which 
I  think  is  the  greatest  possible  injustice. 

6413.  If  there  was  a  recognised  liability,  on  the  part  of  the  unions  where 
the  paupers  were  bom,  the  seaports  would  be  relieved  of  that  great  injustice  ? — 
I  do  not  know  that. 

6414.  You  would  then  at  once  forward  them  on  to  the  place  where  they 
were  chargeable,  or  you  would  communicate  with  those  places? — I  am  not 
acquainted  with  the  law  in  England,  and  I  do  /Uot  knbw  that  \Att\i  would  actually 
create  a  settlement. 

6415.  You  know  that  removal  proceeds  upon  some  statement  of  the  pauper 
as  to  where  he  was  bom  ?— It  is  presumed  to  proceed  on  that  statement ;  but 
they  say  that  they  are  removed  without  that  statement  being  made. at  all,  and 
in  other  cases,  that  others  make  the  statement  for  them. 

6416.  Have  you  ever  communicated  from  Cork  with  othw  places  in  the 
interior  before  sending  on  a  pauper  ? — No. 

6417.  Is 
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O41 7.  Is  there  any  inducement  offered  to  the  paupers  to  go  out  of  Cork  ? —        Mr.  R.  J. 
No ;  I  recollect  one  case  of  a  blind  woman,   who  had  been  sent  with  her     (TSJiaughneay. 

daughter  by  way  of  Bristol,  and  this  woman  belonged  to  Skibbereen,  and  she        

ought  to  have  been  sent  to  Skibbereen ;  and  on  the  first  occasion  she  was  sent      17  J"ly  i860, 
there  in  charge  of  some  man,  but  she  got  back  to  her  former  locality,  and  she 
was  sent  over  a  second  time  ;  on  the  second  occasion  she  was  left  at  Cork. 

6418.  Coming  from  England  ? — ^Yes. 

6419.  Is  that  the  only  case  that  you  recollect  where  a  pauper  was  sent  back 
to  England  r — ^That  was  a  case  where  she  got  back  herself;  not  from  Cork,  or 
with  our  assistance ;  but  she  was  taken  on  the  first  occasion  by  a  person  to 
Skibbereen,  and  after  being  there  for  some  time  she  got  back  to  England ;  but 
on  the  second  occasion  she  was  landed  at  Cork,  and  it  was  in  that  case  that  I 
said  we  had  communications  with  the  guardians  at  Skibbereen. 

6420.  Mr.  Gregari/.]  In  the  case  of  a  sick  pauper  who  is  unable  to  work 
and  arrives  at  Cork,  what  takes  place  ? — Now,  if  it  is  a  pauper  from  London, 
Fitzgerald  is  at  the  boat,  which  he  generally  is,  and  be  takes  them  to  his  own 
place ;  he  always  gives  them  a  lodging  for  that  night,  and  sends  them  up  in  a 
car  to  the  workhouse  the  following  day,  if  the  person  is  not  to  be  sent  on.  If 
it  is  not  a  pauper  from  London,  or  Fitzgerald  is  not  there,  he  will  not  take 
charge  of  any  but  those  mentioned  in  Mr.  FrMt's  letter ;  and  then  the  police 
take  care  of  them  and  send  them  to  the  workhouse. 

6421.  Hare  you  had  any  communications  with  many  of  tbe  sick  persons  who 
have  been  rem9ved  fix)m  England  to  Cork  ? — Not  with  many,  but  with  some  I 
have. 

6422.  Are  you  of  opinion  that  the  pass-master,  in  the  case  of  a  sick  person, 
if  he  be  a  man,  gets  the  steward  to  attend  to  him,  and,  if  she  be  afemale,  begets 
the  stewardess  to  look  after  her? — No,  I  do  not  think  that  statement  is  correct 
Some  time  since  one  of  the  captains  informed  me  that  his  cook  had  got  a  sum 
of  money  for  a  pauper  that  was  being  removed ;  and  there  was  a  criefferenee 
between  the  cook  and  the  pauper,  and  the  man  was  brought  before  the  magis* 
tiates  of  the  city  and  fined  1 L ;  and  a  peremptory  order  was  given  to  the 
subordinate  officers  not  to  receive  money  from  the  paupers.  I  have  been  also 
told  by  the  captain  that  neither  the  steward  nor  the  cook  do  attend  to  the 
paupers  on  board. 

6423.  I  see  that  it  is  stated  by  Mr.  Frost  that  he  pays  those  persons  for 
the  purpose  of  looking  rfter  these  people;  do  you  believe  that? — I  disbelieve 
that,  on  the  evidence  of  the  captain  of  the  steamer. 

6424.  I  see  that  Mr.  Frost  also  states,  that,  in  the  case  of  an  ordinary  pauper^ 
he  gives  him  Ulbs.  of  bread  a  day,  6  oz.  of  cheese,  and  a  packet  of  coffee  and 
sugar  for  the  voyage  ;  is  that  correct? — 1  heir  statements  are  always  that  they 
get  between  four  and  six  pounds  for  the  voyage. 

6425.  Do  you  believe  that  he  gives  them  two  pounds  of  bread  a  day  ? — No ; 
the  statement  is  from  four  to  six  pounds  for  the  voyage,  and  the  voyage  gene- 
rally occupies  four  days  and  four  nights. 

6426.  Mr.  Beecro/i.]  Are  the  bread' and  cheese  good  in  quality  ? — The  whole 
of  them  say  that  the  cheese  is  ver}'  bad  Dutch  cheese. 

6427.  What  do  they  say  of  the  quality  of  the  bread  ? — They  do  not  qoaatei 
with  the  bread ;  and  I  think  it  is  fadr  to  say,  that  I  really  do  in  my  conscienee 
believe  that  tbe  paupers  do  not  complain  unless  they  have  considerable  grounds 
for  complaint.  I  think  that  the  poor  Irish  are  accustomed  to  a  gread  deal  et 
hardship,  to  which  they  submit  with  a  sort  of  pious  resignation,  and  they  do 
not  complain  of  their  hardships  unless  they  are  very  severe. 

6428.  Chainrum.^  Have  you  never  bad  an  opportunity  of  exaimiring  the 
bread  and  cheese  ? — No. 

6429.  You  stated  that  they  did  not  like  the  cheese  on  board  the  steamers?— 
I  think  It  is  a  very  unsavoury  thing. 

6430.  Perhaps  it  is  the  ^tate  of  the  stomach  rather  than  the  cheese?— 
Perhaps  it  is  both. 

643 1 .  Mr.  Beecroftr\  Did  a  pauper  ever  tell  you  that  he  had  had  clothing 
found  for  him  r — Never,  and  I  dTsbelieve  it.  If  paupers  had  been  clothed  or  had 
received  bedding,  I  think  it  is  impossible  but  that  somebody  connected  with 
the  poor  law  administration  in  Cork  should  have  heard  of  it.  I  have  inquired 
of  every  person  who  was  likely  to  hear  of  it,  the  relieving  officers  and  the 
officers  belonging  to  the  workhouse,  and  nobody  ever  heard  of  it. 
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Mr.R.  /•  6432.  Did  a  pauper  ever  tell  you  that  he  had  been  supplied  with  clothing  ? — 

(yskaugknesijf.     Never ;  and  I  think  that  they  generally  do  say  everything  they  can  in  praise  of 

the  kindness  and  consideration  which  is  shown  to  them  in  the  English  unions ; 

17  JvHf  i860,  jj^gy  YiSive  frequently  mentioned  acts  of  kindness.  I  may  have  conveyed,  per- 
haps, a  wrong  impression  about  the  amount  of  shelter  or  deck  accommodation ; 
I  did  not  mean  to  say  that  the  deck  covering  is  not  very  large  and  very  ample, 
but  I  meant  to  say,  on  the  evidence  of  the  seamen  and  others,  that  it  is  not  a 
shelter  from  the  weather,  or  from  the  sea. 

6433.  Sir  tV.  MUes.]  When  they  want  shelter  it  is  not  shelter? — ^That  is 
precisely  so. 

6434.  Mr.  Ayrton.]  Do  these  people  go  back  to  Ireland  as  comfortable  as 
when  they  came  from  Ireland  to  this  country  ? — I  should  say  certainly  not ; 
especially  as  to  clothing. 

6435.  Do  the  reapers  coming  from  Ireland  to  England  have  shelter  on  board 
the  vessels  ? — I  presume  that  they  would  come  as  deck  passengers,  but  the 
reapers  would  go  in  very  fine  weather,  while  the  greater  number  of  the  re- 
movals take  place  in  severe  winter  time. 

6436.  Do  the  people  go  back  to  Ireland  in  as  comfortable  circumstances  as 
the  reapers  coming  from  Ireland  to  this  country  ? — As  far  as  the  passage  by  the 
steamer  is  concerned,  I  believe  the  same. 

6437.  But  as  to  their  clothing?— I  think  not. 

6438.  Mr.  Miiguire.]  Is  there  not  this  marked  di£Perence  between  a  pauper 
and  a  reaper,  that  a  reaper  is  in  a  state  of  vigorous  health,  and  one  who  can 
select  his  own  food? — Yes ;  he  goes  to  England  to  earn  money,  and  I  believe 
generally  does  it. 

6439.  Chairman.]  And  he  takes  a  deck  passage  both  ways  ? — ^Yes,  I  pre- 
sume so. 

6440.  Mr.  Ayrton.']  Do  not  a  great  majority  of  them  go  without  shelter,  and 
without  paying  the  2  8.  6  d.  extra  to  secure  it  ? — I  do  not  know,  but  I  thhik  it 
very  likely ;  I  think  that  they  wish  to  save  every  penny  they  earn. 

6441.  hirfV.  Miles.]  Geneally  speaking,  the  reapers  are  in  sound  health,  and 
the  paupers  are  not  so  ? — Just  so. 

6442.  Mr.  Beecrqft.]  Have  the  stewards  on  board  the  steamers  money  given 
to  them  by  Mr.  Frost  in  London,  for  the  use  of  the  paupers  on  their  arrival  at 
Cork  r — ^The  captain  tells  me  that  that  is  not  the  feu^t. 

6443.  Did  you  ever  ask  the  steward  on  board  one  of  the  ships  ? — No ;  but  the 
captain  has  given  peremptory  orders  to  his  officers  not  to  receive  any  money ; 
he  told  me  that  he  had  dismissed  a  cook  who  had  received  money. 

6444.  Have  you  ever  asked  the  paupers  whether  the  stewards  have  given  them 
money  ? — Yes ;  and  they  said  that  they  had  not  in  any  case. 

6445.  Colonel  Smyth.]  Did  they  say  that  they  had  received  money  formerly 
for  paupers  ?~Yes ;  in  one  case  the  captain  said  that  the  cook  had  received 
money,  not  the  steward,  and  a  dispute  arose  between  a  pauper  and  this  cook, 
and  he  was  brought  before  the  magistrates  and  the  cook  was  fined  1  /.,  and  was 
discharged  by  the  captain,  and  peremptory  orders  were  given  from  that  time, — 
that  is  more  than  a  year  ago,  nearly  two  years, — that  no  subordinate  officer  was 
to  receive  any  money  for  paupers  removed. 

6446.  What  was  he  fined  for  r — I  do  not  know. 

6447.  Mr.  Beecrqft.]  Has  the  captain  ever  money  given  to  him  for  the  use  of 
the  paupers? — He  stated  not ;  he  states  that  the  captams  some  years  ago,  as  he 
understood,  did  receive  money,  and  that  at  that  time  contracts  were  made  with 
the  captain  of  the  vessel  or  his  employer  for  the  removal  of  the  poor,  and  they 
were  provisioned  on  board,  and  that  the  removals  in  those  cases  were  better. 

6448.  Do  you  mean  to  say  that  the  paupers  are  never  in  the  receipt  of  money 
on  their  arrival  at  Cork,  from  any  source  whatever  ^ — No ;  Fitzgerald  gets  the 
money  for  them ;  he  showed  me  several  letters  that  he  had  received  from  Mr. 
Frost  with  sums  of  money  set  opposite  their  names,  and  there  was  one  case 
where  he  was  to  get  7  s.ina.  case  where  there  were  three  or  four  children ;  7  s. 
or  88. 

6449.  Generally  Fitzgerald  does  give  them  money  in  conformity  with  the 
orders  of  Mr.  Frost  r — Yes,  I  believe  so. 
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Mr.  Henry  Humphreys,  called  in ;  and  Examined, 

6450.  Chairman.]  WHAT  are  you?— I  am  Clerk  to  the  Justices  of  Cork-  Mr.H.Hfin^pkf^qi$. 

6451.  You  have  nothing  to  do  with  the  union? — Nothing  whatever.  "— - — — 

6452.  You  are  clerk  to  the  justices  in  sessions  ? — ^The  petty  sessions.  *^  '**''  ***• 

6453.  Do  you  mean  at  the  police  office  ? — ^Yes. 

6454.  Mr.  MaguireJ]  Has  your  attention  been  frequently  called  to  the  cases 
of  paupers  who  have  been  removed  from  England? — ^Yes. 

6455.  Have  frequent  applications  been  made  to  your  bench  for  relief,  or  assist- 
ance, or  advice  ? — The  paupers  have  been  brought  before  the  magistrates  by 
reason  of  the  constables  having  taken  charge  of  them  and  brought  them  to  the 
City  Bridewell  for  protection. 

6456.  Were  they  then  brought  before  the  magistrates  the  next  morning  ? — 
As  a  matter  of  necessity  they  are ;  all  persons  who  pass  into  the  Bridewell  must 
appear  before  the  magistrates. 

6457.  Have  complaints  been  made  by  these  people  of  the  manner  in  which 
they  have  been  removed? — Yes,  very  repeated  complaints. 

6458.  I  do  not  speak  of  the  manner  in  which  they  are  removed  from  the 
parish,  but  the  manner  and  mode  of  their  transmission  to  Cork  ? — Yes. 

6459.  What  is  your  opinion  of  the  general  character  of  those  complaints  ? — 
The  general  complaint  which  has  forced  itself  upon  the  notice  of  the  magistrates 
was  this,  that  in  cases  of  exigency  the  people  had  to  seek  relief  in  the  work- 
houses ;  that  they  had  no  intention  of  remaining  permanent  charges  on  the 
imions. 

6460.  Chairman.1  Do  you  mean  in  England  ? — Yes ;  and  that  they  had  fre- 
quently gone  in,  by  reason  of  the  husband  being  suddenly  thrown  out  of  employ- 
ment, to  seek  relief  for  a  short  time,  and  that  they  were  then  forced  away 
without  any  intimation  being  made  to  the  husband,  or  the  other  members  of 
the  family  or  relations  knowing  anything  of  it,  and  they  were  sent  to  Ireland, 
although  they  had  been  resident  in  England  for  a  very  long  period ;  in  fact, 
they  had  spent  their  lives  almost  in  England,  and  the  people  appeared  to  be 
perfectly  Anglicised  in  their  manners.  They  had  been  >accustomed  evidently 
to  Enghsh  habits,  and  when  before  the  magistrates,  the  way  in  which  they 
told  their  story  made  the  magistrates  believe  that  they  had  been  exceedingly 
harshly  treated,  and  that  they  were  very  great  objects  of  sympathy,  having 
been  a  long  time  in  England. 

646 1 .  That  you  could  ascertain  from  their  manner,  their  dress,  and  accent  ? 
—Yes. 

6462.  Is  it  your  opinion,  founded  upon  experience,  that  any  provision  is 
made  for  the  transmission  of  these  people  from  Cork  to  the  place  of  their  birth, 
assuming  that  the  place  is  in  some  remote  part  of  the  country,  or  in  some  other 
county  r — ^I  am  quite  satisfied  that  it  is  not  properly  done,  and  that  there  is 
very  gross  neglect  in  the  manner  of  doing  it. 

6463.  Upon  what  do  you  found  your  belief  ?— I  have  seen  this  class  of 
people  that  I  speak  of,  looking  emaciated  and  worn,  women  and  young 
children. 

6464.  I  was  speaking  of  the  provision  that  was  made  for  these  people  to 
send  them  on  from  Cork  to  the  place  of  their  birth } — Yes ;  these  people  have 
no  means  of  proceeding  to  the  place  of  their  birth,  and  they  appear  perfectly 
bewildered,  and  do  not  know  what  to  do ;  they  have  no  means  of  going  for- 
ward, and  they  have  given  themselves  up  to  quite  a  hopeless  state. 

6465.  Did  those  people  state  that  a  person  had  been  waiting  to  receive  them 
when  they  arrived  at  Cork  ? — ^The  cases  that  have  always  come  under  the 
cognisance  of  the  magistrates  were  those  cases  in  which  there  was  no  person 
whatsoever  to  receive  them. 

6466.  Were  those  aj^lications  of  frequent  occurrence  ? — Yes. 

6467.  Is  it  the  fact,  that  scarcely  a  week  passes  that  there  is  not  such  an 
appUcation  made  to  them  ? — Scarcdy ;  we  have  ceased  almost  to  enter  into  the 
subject  at  all ;  it  continued  so  long.  The  magistrates,  believing  that  there  should 
be  some  inquiry  made  into  the  matter,  took  some  trouble,  in  the  first  instance, 
and  they  had  the  statement  of  the  pauper  reduced  to  writing,  and  they 
conveyed  it  to  the  guardians  of  the  union ;  but  to  no  effecty  and  they  order 
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'Ir.H.Humphrejfs.  them  to  the  bridewell  to  be  eared  for,  for  the  moment;  they  are  very  helpless 

and  reduced,  and  they  get  relief ;  the  relieving  officer  is  sent  for. 

17  July  186a  6468.  Has  it  frequently  happened  that  the  constables  have  taken  them  from 

the  quay  to  the  bridewell^  and  that  without  such  assistance  they  would  have 
been  perfectly  unprotected  ? — I  am  quite  satisfied  of  that. 

6409.  Will  you  state  to  the  Committee  why  you  are  satisfied  of  that  ? — The 
vessels,  I  believe,  arrive  late  in  the  evening,  and  sometimes  at  an  eariy  hour  in 
the  morning ;  the  relieving  officer  is  not  always  at  hand,  and  the  constable 
perhaps  does  not  think  it  part  of  his  duty  to  go  to  the  workhouse,  which  is  a 
distance  of  nearly  two  miles  from  the  quay,  anid  there  being  no  more  than  this 
one  rece{^on  house,  the  Bridewell,  the  constable  takes  them  there. 

6470.  That  would  be  an  instance  in  which,  as  you  have  stated,  they  hare  ao 
means  of  going  on  to  the  place  of  their  birth  ? — \'es. 

647 1 .  Is  the  case  then  inquired  into  ? — ^Yes,  it  is.  I  have  asked  the  governor 
of  the  Bridewell,  and  he  says  that  he  has,  from  the  appearance  and  manner  of 
some  of  these  people,  suspected  that  they  may  have  had  money  or  means,  and 
he  has  caused  them  to  be  searched ;  but  he  has  never  found  any  money  on  any 
of  these  people ;  and  they  would  have  no  means  of  disposing  of  it,  as  they  are 
straightway  brought  firom  the  vessel. 

6472.  Have  any  particular  cases  occurred  which  have  called  for  the  attention 
of  the  magistrates,  or  which  have  arrested  your  attention  ? — Yes ;  the  magis- 
trates took  some  cases,  and  made  memorandums  of  some  of  those  cases ;  in  case 
there  should  be  an  inquiry,  or  the  guardians  would  ask  for  the  particulars  of 
the  cases,  they  were  reduced  to  writing.  Some  of  them  made  declarations,  and 
we  have  sent  those  declarations  to  the  guardians,  where  they  appeared  to  the 
magistrates  to  be  cases  which  ought  to  have  been  inquired  into ;  the  cause  of 
the  removal,  and  the  manner  in  which  they  were  removed,  the  neglect  and 
carelessness  with  which  they  have  been  left  on  the  quays,  with  no  person  to 
take  care  of  them. 

6473.  Have  charges  of  neglect  on  the  part  of  the  officer  who  is  assumed  to 
have  the  custody  of  them,  been  brought  before  the  magistrates?— Yes,  very 
frequently. 

6474.  What  was  the  nature  of  those  chwges  ? — I  remember  a  person  who»  I 
think,  passed  over  with  these  paupers,  for  Mr.  Frost ;  I  think  his  name  was 
Philipps.  The  magistrates  had  him  sent  for,  to  make  inquiries  of  ike  man,  to 
ascertain  the  truthfulness  of  these  poor  people's  statements;  and  they,  the 
magistrates,  expressed  themselves  to  the  effect  that  he  was  a  very  unsuitaUe 
and  improper  person  to  be  sent  in  charge  of  these  poor  people. 

6475.  What  kind  of  person  was  he  ? —  He  had  a  mean  miserable  appearance ; 
and  it  was  thought  that  the  magistrates  should  not  have  had  those  people  paraded 
before  them  ;  it  was  very  revolting  to  public  feeling,  and  ought  not  to  be  con- 
tinued ;  that  the  business  oij^t  to  have  been  more  quietly  and  systematically 
done.     They  censured  him,  and  reprimanded  him  severely  on  the  subject. 

6476.  Did  he  deny  the  charge  that  was  made  i^^ainst  him  or  endeavour  to 
disprove  it  ? — He  generally  gave  some  answer  or  excuse  ;  but  they  did  not  con- 
sider that  it  amounted  to  a  proper  or  reasonable  excuse ;  it  was  not  by  any 
means  satisfactory.  I  remember  that  on  one  occasion  the  magistrates  had  him 
brought  up  before  them,  a  pauper  having  complained  of  his  conduct,  and  the 
magistrates  took  informations  against  him,  and  they  sent  this  man  for  trial  to 
the  quarter  sessions. 

6477.  What  was  the  allegation  against  him  ?— That  he  purloined  some  small 
sums  of  nM)ney  which  he  had  got  for  the  use  of  the  paupers,  if  my  memory 
serves  me  right ;  and  I  am  quite  satisfied  that  I  am  correct,  and  also  that  he 
had  taken  away  some  small  articles  of  property  belonging  to  them.  I  think  he 
said  that  the  property  had  got  into  his  bundle  by  mistake ;  he  was  not  able  to 
give  any  satisfactory  account  to  the  magistrates  respecting  the  taking  of  the 
money ;  a  strip  of  paper  was  found  on  his  person  and  some  pencilling  upon  it ; 
there  were  some  small  sums  noted  on  it  for  the  benefit  of  the  paupers ;  they 
charged  him  with  having  got  the  money  and  not  giving  it  up  to  them.  The 
magistrates  sent  the  case  to  the  Recorder,  tliat  being  the  most  speedy  court; 
he  sat  then  every  week ;  and  he  the  Recorder  sent  the  case  on  to  the  assizes. 
I  do  not  tiiink  die  case  was  tried.  He  was  a  considerable  time  in  jnison ; 
mther  the  paupers  were  not  forthcoming,  or  th^re  was  some  other  cause,  and 
ke  was  alk)wed  to  stand  out  on  his  own  recognizance. 

6478.  Prom 
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6478.  From  your  general  tawwledge  of  the  mail,  do  you  consider  tiiiat  he  Mr.F.H«mp*f»y£ 

vfBS  perfectly  unsuited  to  take  charge  of  these  peojde  ?— I  do  think  so.     I  believe 

he  ought  not  to  have  been  entrusted  with  them.  17  J"1t  '  Wo. 

6479.  Was  he  charged  with  gross  drunkenness  ? — I  cannot  recollect  that 

6480.  If  constable  Macmanus  has  stated  that  he  was,  would  y<m  believe  his 
statement  ? — \  es. 

6481.  Does  the  constable  bear  a  very  high  character  for  the  strict  dis- 
charge of  his  duty  ?  —He  is  a  very  sharp  and  very  correct  man ;  he  is  a 
detective. 

6482.  Have  the  magistrates  taken  any  opportunity  of  formally  expressing 
their  opinion  in  reference  to  the  manner  of  the  removal  of  these  people  ? — ^They 
have  not  only  from  the  bench  condemned  it,  in  order  that  the  man  brought 
before  them  i^ould  hear  it  and  those  in  authority  should  have  an  opportunity  of 
knowing  it,  but,  in  the  first  instance,  they  formally  noticed  it,  and  held  a  special 
meeting  on  the  subject.  Captain  Stewart,  of  the  Royal  Navy,  having  been  a 
passenger  on  board  the  London  steamer,  observed  the  manner  in  which  these 
paupers  had  been  treated,  and  that  induced  him  to  make  an  inquiry  into 
the  matter  during  the  voyage.  He  found  that  there  were  on  board  a  number 
of  poor  persons  being  removed  from  En^ish  unions,  and  he  watched  the  pro- 
ceedings, as  he  stated ;  and  he  found  that  there  was  a  very  great  effort  made 
by  the  person  in  charge  to  induce  these  paupers,  who  were  intended  for  other 
counties  in  Ireland,  to  remain  in  Cork^  and  he  wanted  to  see  the  object  of  that. 
He  found  that  the  scale  of  payment  differed.  To  Cork,  I  think,  it  was  16s.; 
to  DubUn  it  was  1/.  5^.,  to  Limerick,  1/.  10*.,  and  there  would  have  been  a 
saving  by  inducing  the  paupers  to  remain  at  Cork.  The  matter  came  before 
the  magistrates,  and  Colond  Beamish  was  in  the  chair,  and  some  documents 
were  produced  to  satisfy  the  magistrates  that  there  was  truth  in  the  st£U;ements 
made.  I'hey  were  satisfied  of  it,  and  passed  a  resolution ;  for  then  it  was  neces- 
sary for  a  person  who  took  over  the  paupers  to  make  a  declaration  at  the  port 
that  he  had  duly  and  properly  executed  the  warrant  of  removal.  The  magis- 
trates determined  on  making  a  minute  inquiry  into  the  subject  before  taking 
the  declaration,  and  they  agreed  that  they  would  not  receive  this  declaration 
unless  they  were  satisfied  that  the  regulations  had  been  fully  complied  with ; 
and  they  further  resolved  that  the  chairman.  Colonel  Beamish,  should  address  a 
letter  to  Sir  George  Grey,  stating  what  had  come  under  their  notice,  and 
I  have  a  copy  of  the  letter  that  was  written  on  that  occasion.  I  do  not  remem- 
ber the  reply,  if  Colonel  Beamish  received  any  reply. 

6483.  Have  the  magistrates  of  late  expressed^  in  a  formal  manner,  their 
opinion  as  to  the  mode  in  which  the  paupers  are  treated  on  being  sent  over  ? — 
Yes,  they  have  ;  since  this  inquiry  commenced  the  magistrates  have,  in  writing, 
embodied  their  views  and  opinions  on  the  subject,  and  I  have  it  here. 

6484.  Colonel  Smyth.]  Is  that  addressed  to  the  Poor  Law  Board  in  England  ? 
— It  is  not  addressed  to  any  person. 

6485.  Mr.  Maguire.]  By  whom  is  it  signed  ? — By  several  of  the  magistrates 
of  the  city.  "  City  of  Cork,  1 3  July  1860.  Poor  Removal  Act.  We,  the  under* 
signed,  magistrates  of  the  city  of  Cork,  have  had  our  attention  frequently 
directed  to  the  evils  and  causes  of  complaint  resulting  from  the  transmission  of 
Irish  poor  from  the  English  unions.  It  has  been  very  forcibly,  and  we  think 
unmistakably,  impressed  upon  us,  both  by  the  statements  of  these  poor  people, 
who  have  so  repeatedly,  in  soliciting  assistance,  made  complaint  at  the  police 
court,  Cork,  and  otherwise,  that  the  circumstances  under  which  they  are 
removed,  and  the  mode  whereby  it  is  accomplished,  the  want  of  some  careful, 
responsible  person  to  see  them  not  only  shipped,  but  also  after  being  landed 
provided  with  means  to  proceed  to  their  destination — all  seemed  to  demand 
inquiry  and  amendment.  After  severe  voyages,  in  very  inclement  weather,  they 
have  been  left  on  our  quays,  destitute  of  every  requisite,  clothes,  food,  mon^ — 
of  every  comfort  which  could  make  a  state,  in  itself  so  distressing,  at  all  support- 
able ;  and,  considering  that  the  class  of  pCTSons  whose  removal  becomes  neces- 
sary is  in  general  the  aged,  the  very  yoimg,  the  sick  and  the  infirm,  we  have 
always  been  impressed  with  the  belief  that  a  state  of  things  so  revolting  to 
pubUc  feeling  sadly  needs  amendment  and  supervision." 

6486.  That  is  the  deliberately  expressed  opinion  of  the  magistrates  of  Cork, 
founded  upon  their  experience  of  cases  which  have  constantly  come  befinre 
them  r — Precisely. 
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Kr4H.Bung)hre!/i.      6487.  Chairman.']  Are  the  Committee  to  understand  that  that  is  intended  to 

•~~"~"-       convey  to  the  Committee  that  the  poor  are  left  on  the  quays  destitute,  without 

17  July  i860,     any  mode  of  relief,  and  that  they  can  only  obtain  it  by  going  to  the  bridewell^ 

or  going  before  the  magistrates? — It  is  intended  to  convey  that  they  are  left 

there  destitute,  without  any  means,  unless  they  fall  into  the  hands  of  some 

humane  person. 

6488.  Have  you  been  in  the  room  to-day  while  the  other  witnesses  were 
examined  ? — Yes. 

6489.  We  have  heard  it  stated  that  there  can  be  no  such  cases  as  these 
occur,  because  there  is  no  occasion  for  them;  that  the  workhouse  is  open  to 
every  person  in  Cork,  and  that  no  destitute  person  would  fail  to  learn  from  any 
person  passing  by  where  the  workhouse  was,  wliere  instant  relief  would  be 
given.  How  do  you  reconcile  that  with  the  statement,  that  no  week  passes  by 
that  applications  are  not  made  to  the  ma^strates  by  persons  in  a  destitute 
state  r — I  heard  that  statement  made  here,  and  I  do  think  that  it  is  reconcilable. 
These  persons  are  ignorant  of  the  workhouse ';  they  have  not  taken  it  into  their 
consideration  that  they  are  to  be  sent  to  the  workhouse ;  they  do  not  appear 
to  know  what  is  to  become  of  them,  but  that  they  are  to  be  sent  to  their 
homes,  and  they  remain  on  the  quay.  I  have  not  known  that  they  have 
inquired  for  the  workhouse  or  for  the  relieving  oflScer. 

6490.  The  constable  stated  that  he  is  always  in  attendance  on  the  vessels  ; 
that  he  feels  it  his  duty  when  he  sees  any  person  in  a  destitute  condition  to 
tell  them  where  they  can  obtain  relief;  that  he  constantly  does  this,  and  he 

—  --  ~  admits  that  for  the  last  12  months  Fitzgerald  has  always  been  there  to  receive 

these  paupers  ? — ^I  do  not  keep  that  part  of  the  evidence  sufficiently  in  my  mind 
to  be  able  to  say  how  it  bears  exactly  on  this  particular  point ;  but  as  to  the  fact 
that  they  have  been  there,  and  that  they  have  complained  of  having  no  place 
to  go  to,  and  no  person  to  take  care  of  them,  and  having  no  means  of  reach- 
ing their  destination,  there  is  no  doubt. 

6491.  How  do  the  magistrates  deal  with  them  when  they  appear  before 
them  ? — The  magistrates  order  them  to  be  relieved  for  the  moment,  they  being 
that  class  of  persons  to  whom  it  would  be  desirable  to  give  immediate  relief^ 
after  the  voyage  being  very  worn  and  fatigued ;  they  immediately  order  that 
they  shall  for  the  instant  receive  some  diet  in  the  bridewell. 

6492.  Do  not  the  magistrates  tell  them  that  there  is  a  workhouse? — The 
magistrates  send  for  the  relieving  officer  to  come  to  the  bridewell  and  provide 
them  with  tickets  of  admission. 

6493.  Mr.  Maguire.]  Have  you  any  statement  that  has  been  made  by  the 
wardens  of  the  bridewell  ?— I  have. 

6494.  Chairman.]  Your  statement  has  been  rather  startling,  and  it  amounts 
to  this,  that  the  paupers  are  brought  to  Cork,  without  there  being  anybody  to 
take  charge  of  them  ;  that  they  do  not  get  relief  till  they  get  to  the  bridewell ; 
that  the  magistrates  are  bound  to  relieve  them,  and  you  say  that  these  things 
are  of  constant  occurrence ;  can  you  reconcile  that  with  the  statement  that 
there  is  a  workhouse,  that  there  are  guardians,  and  there  is  somebody  there 
always  ready  to  receive  them  ? — I  do  not  take  it  that  there  is  any  established 
arrangement  for  the  relieving  officer,  or  for  the  constable,  to  attend  at  these 
boats  to  receive  the  paupers ;  but  they  by  accident  it  appears  fall  into  their 
hands ;  as  to  agents  being  there,  T  cannot  speak  as  to  that. 

^495-  ^^^  you  state,  as  you  have  spoken  with  great  confidence  as  to  the 
state  in  which  these  paupers  are  brought  to  the  bridewell,  that  the  constable 
cannot  be  there  to  receive  them,  or  to  indicate  to  them  where  they  can  obtain 
relief,  and  that  there  can  be  no  agent  to  receive  them ;  you  have  stated  that 
they  come  before  the  magistrates? — Whenever  the  constable  brought  them 
before  the  magistrates,  he  dways  said  it  was  because  there  was  no  person  there 
to  receive  them. 

6496.  Does  the  constable  take  Hiem  before  the  magistrates,  or  to  the  work- 
house ? — He  does  not  take  them  to  the  workhouse. 

6497.  You  say  that  this  happens  so  frequently  that  it  must  be  of  constant 
occurrence  for  these  people  to  be  without  any  one  to  take  care  of  them,  and 
then  they  are  taken  before  the  magistrates  ? — I  do  not  say  that  it  is  the  general 
rule,  but  the  exceptions  are  so  frequent  that  they  almost  make  a  rule  in 
themselves. 

6498.  Can  you  ^ve  the  Committee  any  instance  that  has  recently  occurred 
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iu  which  chargeable  paupers  were  brought  before  the  magistrates,  because  they  Hr.F.  Humphrey 

could  not  get  any  one  to  attend  to  them,  or  because  there  was  no  place  for       — .. 

them  to  be  reUeved  in? — Within  a  week  I  saw  a  woman  and  five  children      17  JulyiSSo. 
brought  in  there. 

6499.  What  were  the  circumstances  of  that  case  r — I  did  not  pay  any  parti- 
cular attention,  but  I  remember  her  being  brought  there  and  passed  on ;  her 
name  appearing  on  the  list  as  a  person  who  was  put  into  the  bridewell  for 
protection. 

6500.  What  parish  in  London  did  she  come  from  ? — I  did  not  inquire. 

6501.  Had  she  been  just  sent  from  London  ?— It  was  stated  so  at  the  time. 

6502.  Do  you  know  that  ? — No. 

6503.  Mr.  Maguire.]  Did  not  Mr.  Lyons,  the  magistrate,  afterwards,  in 
alluding  to  that  case,  say  that  she  had  been  left  unprovided  for  and  unpro- 
tected?— I  do  not  remember.  The  more  recent  cases  would  be  those  that 
I  should  the  least  remember,  because,  although  frequent,  I  do  not  allow  my 
attention  to  be  drawn  off  from  my  business. 

6504.  Chairman.']  Can  you  refer  to  any  case  that  occurred  a  long:  time  ago  r 
— I  remember  when  the  matter  was  taken  up  very  warmly  in  the  city,  and  there 
appeared  to  be  a  very  great  deal  of  public  indignation  in  a  crowded  court  about 
it,  and  the  magistrates  felt  it  was  material  to  have  the  cases  well  sifted,  and 
they  were ;  and  in  some  instances  they  committed  the  circumstances  to  writing, 
and  those  were  the  cases  which  have  been  most  strongly  imprinted  on  my 
memory. 

6505.  Can  you  give  the  Committee  any  particular  information  on  this 
matter ;  you  have  stated  that  those  cases  have  come  under  your  notice  every 
week;  can  you  give  the  Committee  the  particulars  of  some  of  these  cases? — 
I  have  some  documents  stating  the  names  of  some  of  those  parties  whose 
declarations  were  taken,  and  I  happened  to  discover  them  before  I  came  over. 

6506.  I  think  you  stated  that  upon  inquiry  it  was  ascertained  that  they  had 
been  removed  informally,  and  that  they  had  no  right  to  be  removed,  and  that 
great  irregularities  have  occurred  connected  with  their  removal? — Yes. 

6507.  Can  you  give  the  Committee  any  proof  that  they  are  sent  over  with- 
out warrants  ?  —The  warrants  were  examined  by  the  magistrates  in  the  early 
stages.  Since  1851  the  magistrates  caused  the  warrants  to  be  examined,  and 
they  found  that  those  warrants  sometimes  mentioned  places  different  from  that 
where  the  paupers  were  about  to  be  left,  in  the  city,  and  they  complained  of 
that  fact ;  but  then  they  would  be  told  that  the  pauper  preferred  the  city  of 
Cork  as  their  destination. 

6508.  I  am  talking  of  the  warrant  of  removal  sent  by  the  magistrate  in  Eng- 
land ;  the  paupers  must  be  sent  to  some  port  which  is  alleged  to  be  the  nearest 
to  the  place  of  the  pauper's  birth  ;  what  is  the  defect  that  you  complain  of  in  the 
warrant  ? — ^That  it  had  a  place  mentioned  in  it,  and  that  such  pauper  was  ori- 
ginally intended  for  that  place,  where  he  was  not  left.  The  paupers  complained 
that  they  were  not  left  at  the  places  where  they  stated  they  were  born. 

6509.  Do  you  say  that  the  magistrates  have  inquired  into  many  cases,  and 
found  many  warrants  not  containing  the  right  places  ? — I  do  not  say  many.  The 
magistrates  took  some  trouble  to  ascertain  how  it  occurred  in  the  first  instance. 

6510.  Is  there  any  irregularity  which  you  remember  connected  with  the 
removal  of  paupers  to  justify  so  strong  a  statement  as  you  have  made  ? — I  have 
no  reason  to  depart  from  the  first  statement  that  I  made  ;  but  I  do  not  think 
that  they  are  of  such  frequent  occurrence  of  late  as  they  were. 

65 1 1.  You  are  clerk  to  the  magistrates  ? — Yes. 

6512.  Probably  it  would  occur  in  your  presence  when  any  irregularity  was 
detected  on  the  part  of  a  removing  parish  ;  what  sort  of  irregularities  are  they  ? 
—  It  is  a  matter  that  if  it  were  now  to  occur  before  the  magistrates  I  would  give 
it  very  little  attention ;  the  rule  is,  to  send  the  paupers  down,  and  there  is 
nothing  more  said  about  it ;  they  let  them  go  to  the  bridewell  and  get  some- 
thing to  eat,  and  they  send  for  the  relieving  officer. 

6523.  Among  these  frequent  cases,  do  you  now  hear  the  paupers  state  that 
they  have  been  removed  without  cause  and  against  the  law,  and  that  every  irre- 
gularity has  attended  the  removal  ?— Yes,  they  do. 

6.514.  Is  any  inquiry  made  into  the  truth  of  their  statements? — No;  the 
magistrates  have  given  that  up  altogether. 

0.95-  X  X  3  6515.  During 
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Mt.ff.  Bumphrwi/s^      6515.  Duraag  the  last  year  or  two  yoa  have  not  known  of  any  irr^^ 

I  hMrd  there  have  been  complaints. 

17  July  186a  65,6.  Can  you  give  the  Committee  one  smgle  instance  in  which  an  irregu- 

larity has  been  inquired  into,  and  has  been  proved  to  be  one,  or  have  you  heard 
any  distinot  statement  of  facts  from  the  paupers  that  would  enable  the  magis- 
trates to  judge  whether  there  had  been  any  irregularity  or  not  ?  —The  irregu- 
larities would  be  of  this  class,  that  a  woman  would  go  into  a  workhouse,  having 
perhaps  four  or  five  children  all  bom  in  England ;  she  would  say  that  she  had 
spent  so  much  of  her  life  in  a  certain  union,  and  that  she  wanted  some  relief  for 
a  short  period,  that  she  wanted  to  get  hospital  relief  for  a  short  time,  and  she 
was  then  taken  to  Cork. 

6517.  Do  you  mean  that  she  was  separated  from  her  children? — No;  the 
children  have  been  sent  with  her. 

6518.  Mr.  Ayrton.]  What  would  be  the  irregularity  that  would  result  from 
tile  statements  you  have  made ;  you  say  that  the  paupers  make  statements  such 
as  you  have  repeated  now  to  the  Committee,  but  in  what  respect  would  it  be  a 
statement  of  any  irregularity  ?— The  father  being  an  Englbh  person,  the  children 
being  all  born  in  England,  and  the  husband  having  gone  to  seek  employment^ 
as  they  would  state,  they  were  sent  to  Ireland  and  not  to  the  place  of  their  own 
birth,  and  they  thought  it  was  very  irregular ;  and  there  was  irregularity  in 
not  having  a  person  on  the  quay  to  take  care  of  those  paupers,  and  send  them 
to  their  destination. 

6519.  Is  not  the  chief  cause  of  those  people  going  before  the  magistrates 
that  they  want  assistance  to  take  them  from  Cork  into  the  interior,  to  the  place 
oftheir  birth?— Yes. 

65:20.  And  has  that  object  been  accomplished  by  the  sympathy  which  has  been 
excited  upon  their  case  being  made  known,  through  the  magistrates,  to  the 
public  in  general  ?— No,  not  in  general ;  that  has  not  been  the  case. 

6521.  Has  any  assistance  been  given  to  them  by  reason  of  those  complaints 
being  made  to  the  magistrates,  to  enable  them  to  go  from  Cork  to  the  place  of 
their  birth  ? — In  some  cases. 

6522.  Then  in  consequence  of  the  protest  or  remonstrance  made  on  the  part 
of  the  magistrates,  has  anything  been  done  by  the  guardians  or  the  relieving 
officers  oi  Cork  to  watch  over  tiiese  paupers  when  they  arrive  in  Cork,  and 
take  care  of  them  ? — In  consequeface  of  the  remonstrances  of  the  magistrates 
at  the  early  stages  of  it,  they  insured  a  good  de^  of  attention  from  the  relieving 
officers ;  this  appeared  to  be  a  new  thing  in  their  duty  altogether,  but  the 
magistrates'  frequent  complaints  made  the  relieving  officers  very  attentive,  and 
come  to  look  after  these  paupers. 

6523.  They  then  ceased  to  be  inattentive,  and  took  proper  care  of  tlie  paupers 
who  came  into  Cork,  and  took  them  under  their  charge ;  was  that  the  effect  of 
it  ? — lliey  would  seek  out  the  paupers  to  give  them  relief. 

6524.  If  the  paupers  did  not  seek  them  ? — Yes. 

6525.  If  the  paupers  did  not  seek  the  reUeving  officers  they  were  in  the  habit 
of  coming  to  the  magistrates  to  obtain  assistance,  through  some  intervention  on 
the  part  of  the  magistrates,  to  enable  them  to  go  on  to  their  native  village  r — 
They  came  to  the  magistrates  for  some  assistance  generally ;  there  was  a  bench  of 
magistrates  sitting  every  day,  and  there  was  no  other  place  to  apply  to ;  these 
people  would  be  sometimes  directed  to  come. 

6.^,26.  And,  naturallv,  they  tell  a  tale  which  excites  sympathy:  is  it  not  the 
usual  habit  of  the  Irish  people  to  do  so  ?—  Those  who  excited  the  most  sympathy 
were  those  who  had  spent  so  much  of  their  lives  in  England.  The  magistrates 
felt  very  much,  and  the  public  did  feel  very  much,  at  seeing  those  people,  who 
had  spent  their  lives  almost  in  FtUgland  entirely,  and  who  were  most  unwilling 
to  4>o  on  to  their  places  of  destination  in  their  tiien  condition. 

6527.  The  inquiry  seems  to  have  been  directed  rather  to  the  unfortunate 
condition  of  the  paupers  than  for  any  judicial  purpose,  or  for  ascertaining 
the  legal  grounds  on  which  they  were  removed?— -If  a  case  of  destitution 
came  before  the  magistrates,  and  it  had  distressing  circumstances  connected 
with  it,  those  circumstances  could  not  be  separated  from  the  case. 

6528.  'I  be  examination  of  those  distressing  circumstances  was  not  made  for 
the  purpose,  if  I  understand  you  rightly,  of  judicially  investigating  the  grounds 
upon  which  the  paupers  were  removed  from  the  union  in  England,  but  rather 
to  satisfy  the  community  of  the  unfortunate  condition  of  the  applicants  ? — I  da 

not 
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not  believe  that  the  ma^strates  ever  cUrected  their  attention  to  the  matter  fiwr  Mt.lkUMafir^^ 
the  purpose  of  any  public  object  of  that  kind.    It  was  a  case  of  destitution,  and        "T^     ^ 
it  came  imder  their  notice,  aiid  they  expressed  themselves  on  the  subject.  ' '    **  ^ 

6529.  As  &r  as  the  jurisdiction  of  the  magistrates  is  concerned,  that  is 
entirely  satisfied;  and  tiie  case  is  made  out  by  the  fact  of  the  destitution 
existing  in  Cork :  it  is  not  necessary  to  go  beyond  the  mere  feict  that  the  party 
is  destitute  in  Cork  ? — The  party  makes  a  statement,  and  they  are  generally 
asked  the  circumstances,  and  they  all  tell  this  story ;  and  of  course  it  cannot  be 
concealed  from  the  magistrates,  or  from  those  who  may  be  present  in  a  crowded 
court. 

6530.  But  for  the  dischai^e  of  the  judicial  duty  (rf  the  magistrate  in  Cork,  it 
is  only  necessary  to  examine  into  the  fact  that  a  person  is  destitute,  and  then  in 
Cork  ? — The  magistrate  has  no  judicial  cognisance  of  the  case  whatever ;  they 
ought  never  to  have  been  brought  there  ;  the  magistrates  have  nothing  to  do 
vntii  it  as  magistrates ;  but  sitting  there  as  gentlemen  in  the  court,  they  felt 
tiiat  they  were  bound  to  see  to  these  cases. 

6531.  None  of  these  persons  were  sworn;  they  were  merely  making  volun- 
tary statements? — They  were  not  sworn ;  but  when  they  made  these  serious 
complaints  the  magistrates  committed  them  to  writing,  in  some  instances. 

6532.  But  they  never  pursued  any  judicial  inquiry,  such  as  they  would  do  if 
they  had  a  case  brou^t  before  them  to  adjudicate  upon,  and  to  decide  upon 
any  point  connected  with  a  removal  ? — I  do  not  conceive  that  they  have  any 
jurisdiction  so  to  do. 

6533.  They  merely  took  the  statement  of  the  pauper  as  it  was  made  ? — Yes, 
and  they  examined  them  several  times;  large  batches  have  been  brought  in, 
and  they  examined  them,  and  they  found  that  some  bad  been  properly  removed, 
but  that  a  very  large  number  had  been  irregularly  removed. 

6534.  The  great  grievance  of  the  pauper  was,  that  he  was  in  Cork,  and  had 
not  the  means  of  getting  to  his  native  village? — The  great  grievance  that  the 
paupers  complained  of  was  the  mode  of  the  removal  in  the  first  instance ;  they 
did  not  think  that  they  had  been  pro  perly  treated ;  and  many  of  them  stated 
that  at  the  end  of  three  or  four  days  they  had  asked  for  then*  discharge  from 
the  workhouse,  because  they  were  ib  a  position  to  follcw  their  employment, 
but  they  were  refused  their  discharge,  and  sent  per  force  to  Cork, 

6535*  How  long  is  it  since  you  had  such  a  complaint  as  that  made?— I  da 
not  now  remember  any  particidar  comi^laint,  more  than  one  or  two  that  I  have 
in  writing,  that  were  preserved. 

6536.  How  long  ago  is  it  since  those  complaints  were  made  ? — ^There  was 
one  in  1857- 

6537.  Have  you  got  the  particulars  of  that  complaint? — Yes. 

6538.  Will  you  read  them  to  the  Committee  ? — Yes.  This  is  the  declaration 
of  Mary  Sullivan  :  ^^  I  do  solemnly  and  sincerely  declare,  that  I  was  born  in 
Blarney,  county  Cork.  I  went  to  London  three  years  next  A4ay.  I  was 
married  in  Cork  ;  my  husband  belongs  to  county  Kerry.  We  went  together  to 
London ;  he  ^  a  labourer ;  he  got  disemployed  late  in  November  1857 ;  he 
went  in  search  of  work.*' 

6539.  T^^^^^  statraaent  does  not  account  for  her  husband  at  all  ? — No. 

6540.  Is  that  all  the  statement  that  was  made  in  that  case  ? — That  is  all  the 
statement. 

654 1  •  Mr.  Barrow.^  What  is  the  irregularity  in  the  removal  of  the  woomn  ; 
she  had  been  only  three  years  in  England,  and  theref<Mre  she  could  not  have  lived 
in  any  parish  for  five  years ;  and  when  her  husband  is  not  fwthcoming,  there 
being  no  doubt  about  his  being  an  Irishman,  she  is  removed  to  Ireland  ? — The 
irregularity  which  the  magistrates  thought  to  exist  in  that  case,  was  that  the 
woman  had  had  no  opportunity  of  receiving  any  communication  from,  or 
making  any  communication  to  the  husband,  and  he  might  re-appear  or  obtain 
employment ;  he  having  gone  in  search  of  work. 

6542.  Mr.  Ayrtan.]  You  do  not  appear  to  have  made  any  inquiry  about 
tiie  husband,  according  to  that  statement  ? — No,  not  beyond  what  is  stated 
here. 

^543-  You  have  no  information  one  way  or  the  other  about  the  husband ;  it 
does  not  appear  that  the  magistrates  in  Cork  made  any  inquiry  about  the 
husband  ? — No. 

6544.  Then  it  is  not  possible  for  any  one  to  form  an  opinion  upon  a  case  so 
0.95.  X  X  4  imperfectly 
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Mr.H.Humpkreyi.  imperfectly  stated,  respecting  a  married  woman,  in- which  no  information  is 

asked  for  or  obtained  respecting  her  husband  ? — There  is  none  whatever  in 

17  July  i860,  this ;  I  read  it  merely  to  show  that  these  statements  are  made  by  every  pauper, 
that  she  went  in  for  relief;  and  she  states  further,  ^^  I  was  supporting  myself  by 
laundry  work ;  I  could  do  so  very  welL  I  got  sick  in  the  latter  end  of  De- 
cember ;  I  went  to  the  workhouse." 

6545.  That  is  the  statement  of  a  married  woman,  in  which  no  notice  is  taken 
of  the  condition  or  position  of  the  husband,  in  order  to  enable  one  to  form  any 
opinion  upon  the  subject? — The  reason  why  the  magistrates  believed  that 
there  was  hardship  in  the  case  was,  that  she  stated  she  was  able  to  support 
herself :  **  I  was  supporting  myself  by  laundry  work ;  I  can  do  so  very  well. 
I  got  sick  in  the  latter  end  of  December ;  I  went  to  the  workhouse,  and  took 
with  me  my  only  child,  aged  four  years.  I  got  better,  and  demanded  my  dis- 
charge, and  I  could  not  get  it." 

6546.  Do  not  you  tlunk  that  some  inquiry  was  necessary  regarding  the^ 
position  of  the  husband,  and  the  relation  of  that  husband  to  this  woman,  to 
enable  the  magistrates  to  form  any  opinion  whatever  upon  that  case  ? — ^The  only 
statement  as  to  the  husband  was,  that  he  went  in  search  of  work. 

6547.  Mr.  Magmre.]  Are  not  these  statements  frequently  made  to  illustrate 
the  natural  operation  of  the  law  as  well  as  violations  of  the  law,  and  to  show 
that  there  are  hardships  in  the  ordinary  routine  and  operation  of  the  law  ? — 
They  went  to  show  that  the  law  was  one  that  required  to  be  exercised  with  very 
great  tenderness  and  caution,  and  that  that  was  not  done  in  carr}ing  out 
this  law. 

6548.  Have  you  any  declaration  made  by  those  who  really  know  in  what 
condition  paupers  are  received  at  the  bridewell ;  I  mean,  by  the  turnkeys  ? — 
— I  have  one.  Upon  receiving  a  summons  to  appear  here,  it  was  su^ested  by 
one  of  the  magistrates  that  the  declarations  of  those  connected  with  the  bride- 
well who  take  in  those  paupers  should  be  sent  forward,  and  one  is  the  declara- 
tion of  Thomas  Smallman,  turnkey  of  the  bridewell  at  Cork ;  and  he  declares, 
that,  '^  After  the  arrival  of  the  English  steamers,  and  at  various  hours, 
night  and  day^  as  the  steamer  may  happen  to  come  in,  paupers  sent  from 
the  English  unions  were  brought  to  the  bridewell,  by  the  police,  for  pro- 
tection, having  no  means  or  place  to  go  to.  They  were  often  brought  in  the 
greatest  state  of  cold,  hunger,  and  wretchedness ;  they  needed  great  attention, 
from  the  state  they  were  in.  The  matron  had  often  to  boil  milk  to  warm 
them.  They  generally  complained  of  their  treatment  by  the  authorities; 
they  often  complained  of  some  person  named  Frost  Sometimes,  after  their 
being  in  the  bridewell,  after,  perhaps,  as  long  as  24  hours,  and  aftar  a  noise 
made  about  it,  and  after  Mtzgerald,  who  acted  for  Frost  here,  would  be 
sent  for,  he  would  then  come  and  take  some  of  them  away,  but  leave  the 
greater  number,  saying  he  had  no  means,  lliey  always  complained  of  being 
badly  and  harshly  treated,  and,  from  all  I  saw  myself,  I  have  no  doubt 
whatever  of  the  bad  treatment  they  received.**  Each  of  the  tumkejrs  has  made 
a  similar  statement ;  and  the  magistrates  thought  that  the  Governor  of  the 
bridewell  should  state  whether  or  not  this  state  of  things  was  borne  out  from 
his  observation,  and  Mr.  Rice  states,  ^^  I  have  read  the  declarations  made  by 
the  turnkeys,  respecting  the  paupers  sent  from  England  and  admitted  to  the 
bridewell  for  protection ;  I  believe,  and  say,  they  have  moderately  and  £airly 
stated  what  came  to  their  knowledge.  They  were  generally  admitted  on  the 
arrival  of  the  boats,  sometimes  morning  and  sometimes  evening ;  they  had  no 
money ;  no  means  of  going  to  their  homes.  From  the  respectable  manner  of 
some  of  them,  I  suspected  they  may  have  had  money,  and  I  had  them  searched ; 
but  I  found  they  had  none.*' 
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Veneris,  20*  die  Julii,  1860. 


MEMBERS   PRESENT. 


Mr.  Beecroft 
Mr.  Dodson. 
Mr.  Ejiight. 
Mr.  Lockhart, 


Mr.  Maguire. 
Colonel  Smyth. 
Mr.  VilUers. 


The  Right  Hon.  C.  P.  VILLIERS,  in  the  Chair. 


Mr.  George  Darhy,  called  in ;  and  further  Examined. 

6549.  Chairman^  I  believe  you  wish  to  give  some  explanation  of  the  evidence  Mr.  G.  Darby. 

which  you  gave  the  other  day  ? — I  do  not  wish  to  alter  my  evidence,  but  I  am  

not  sure  that  I  made  myself  so  clear  as  I  should  like,  with  regard  to  the  payment  20  July  i86o« 
out  of  the  Consolidated  Fand,  and  I  should  be   very  sorry  to  be  misunderstood 

upon  it.  The  Act  of  Elizabeth  provided  that  the  rating  should  be  made  by  a  tax 
upon  the  individual  as  well  as  upon  the  land.  A  vast  amount  of  property 
which  was  intended  to  be  assessed  for  the  relief  of  the  poor  by  that  Act  now  is 
considered  not  to  be  tangible,  and  therefore  there  is  an  annual  Bill  which  exempts 
a  large  amount  of  property.  We  know  that  there  are  many  instances,  in  trade, 
where  the  returns  are  large,  but  the  rating  is  simply  upon  premises  to  a  very 
trifling  amount.  The  way  in  which  it  could  be  most  fairly  reached,  according 
to  the  intentions  of  the  Act  of  Elizabeth,  would  be  by  making  the  poor  rate  pay- 
able out  of  the  general  taxation  of  the  country  ;  but  I  stated  that  I  thought  there 
was  a  very  strong  objection  to  that,  because  you  do  away  with  all  parochial  interest 
in  the  poor ;  for  instance,  if  the  poor  were  out  of  work  at  any  particular  time, 
there  would  be  no  inducement  to  get  the  people  to  employ  the  labourers.  I 
believe  union  rating  would  entirely  destroy  all  parochial  interest  in  the  poor,  and, 
at  the  same  time,  would  be  an  unfair  way  of  levying  the  poor  rate.  I  would  rather 
desire  to  make  the  poor  rates  payable  out  of  the  general  taxation  of  the  country, 
as  the  fairest  way  of  levying  a  fund  for  the  relief  of  the  poor  in  case  you  should  do 
away  entirely  with  the  parochial  interest,  and  I  believe  by  a  union  rating  you 
would  entirely  do  away  with  the  parochial  interest ;  as  the  parochial  interest  would 
be  equally  done  away  with  in  both  cases,  the  raising  a  fund  by  the  general  taxa- 
tion of  the  country,  as  the  fairer  way  than  the  other,  should  be  resorted  to. 

6550.  We  understand  you  to  say  that  there  is  nothing  between  the  parochial 
interest  in  the  poor  which  now  takes  place,  and  that  which  would  occur  if  you 
were  to  tax  the  property  of  the  whole  country  for  the  support  of  the  poor  ? — I 
mean  to  say  this,  that  I  believe  the  union  rating  would  entirely  destroy  the 
parochial  interest,  and  if  the  particular  interest  is  to  be  destroyed,  then  I  would 
rather  resort  to  the  fairest  way  of  taxing  that  I  can  find  out. 

6551.  Do  we  understand  that  that  kind  of  interest,  which  you  call  the  paro- 
chial interest,  cannot  be  found  in  a  union  interested  in  like  manner  in  the  manage- 
ment of  the  poor  ? — I  think  not ;  that  I  have  always  thought. 

6552.  You  think  the  parochial  management  of  the  poor  as  nearly  perfect  as 
possible  r — I  never  had  suggested,  or  have  been  able  to  suggest  myself,  any  other 
mode  by  which  the  same  care  would  be  taken  of  the  poor,  and  I  believe  they  are 
all  individually  as  well  cared  for  as  they  can  be,  and  as  they  were  under  the 
ancient  parochial  system. 

6553.  You  g^^^  ^^^  opiniou  after  having  well  considered  the  great  difference 
in  the  extent  of  parishes,  the  fact  being  that  single  parishes  are  in  some  cases 
larger  than  some  unions?— Certainly  I  do,  because  there  may  be  a  large  parish 
with  a  great  many  poor ;  the  population  does  not  depend  on  the  size  of  the  parish  ; 
and  as  the  lands  are  held  by  different  tenants,  and  occupied  in  each  particular 
parish  each  has  its  vestry,  and  there  is  a  knowledge  of  the  poor  in  such  a  parish, 
whether  it  is  small  or  large. 

6554.  Would  you  say  that  the  interest  in  the  poor  varies  inversely  with  the 
extent  of  the  parish  ? — ^No ;  I  should  rather  say  inversely  with  their  mode  of 
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Mr.  6.  Darby,     employment ;  there  are  various  causes  that  affect  an   intimate  knowledge  of  the 

poor  besides  numbers. 

to  July  i860.  6555.  Do  you  not  think  lliat  the  circumstances  of  a  parish  like  Liverpool  are 

just  as  different  from  those  of  a  rural  parish  as  a  union  would  be  from  any  par- 
ticular parish?— They  are  very  different.  If  you  take  a  large  town  parish  like 
Liverpool,  where  the  people  are  employed  in  the  docks,  and  various  other  ways,  I 
can  suppose  there  is  not  the  same  individual  knowledge  of  the  poor  as  in  a  rural 
parish,  but  I  did  not  understand  that  any  alteration  was  entirely  to  be  confined 
to  such  towns  a^  Liverpool. 

&55^*  I  understand  you  to  describe  the  perfection  of  things  to  have  been 
devised  under  the  43d  Elizabeth,  and  you  say  that  that  parochial  system  brings 
about  that  kind  of  interest  in  the  poor  which  secures  the  most  economical 
management? — ^The  most  eeonomtcal  management  with  the  looking  after  the 
poor. 

6557.  It  is  for  that  reason  that  I  call  your  attention  to  the  great  variety  in  the 
extent  and  circttmstances  of  di£ferenl  parishes,  so  that  you  cannot  have  any 
definite  idea  of  management  simply  because  it  is  parochial  ? — You  pick  out  a 
particular  place  like  Liverpool,  and  ask  me  whether  there  being  such  a  place  as 
liverpool  my  argument  does  not  fail.  My  answer  to  that  is^  I  do  not  think  n^y 
argument  does  fail,  because  if  you  choose  to  legislate  for  Liverpool,  and  they  think 
that  is  proper,  that  is  all  v^ell  and  good ;  but  I  say  that  because  there  is  such  a 
place  as  Liverpool  I  would  not,  therefore,  adopt  that  system^  which  I  consider  as 
injurious  for  the  whole  of  the  country. 

6558*  I  mentian  those  cases,  because  they  are  cases  of  very  remarkably  large 
parishes ;  what  is  notorious  is,  that  the  parochial  divisioQ  of  tite  country  is  a  vefy 
ci^ricious  one,  there  is  nothing  deiinite  about  it,  they  vary  in  siae  and  circum- 
stances, and  one  can  hardly  see  bow  anybody  can  atate  that  that  parochial  manage- 
ment must  be  good,  because  in  a  parish  everybody  mast  know  everthing  about  their 
poor  ? — Whenever  a  person  speaks  of  ttie  general  subject  of  the  country,  you  must 
take  it  as  a  whole  ;  you  may  say  that  parishes  are  too  large,  but  I  do  not  know 
whether  it  is  possible  that  they  can  be  divided  for  the  purpose  of  taking  eare 
of  the  poor. 

6559.  I  thought  you  stated  that  from  the  extent  of  the  union  they  could  not 
have  that  interest  in  the  poor  which  you  say  is  found  in  rural  parishes  when  they 
are  small  ? — That  was  one  of  the  grounds,  but  I  slated  as  other  grounds  ttiat  4^heD 
you  came  to  put  them  into  unions,  the  interest  of  each  parish  would  be  thrawa 
into  hotchpot,  if  1  may  use  that  expression,  and  then  that  the  guardians  of  the 
union  you  so  form  would  lose  their  individuaUty  of  interest,  and  i  think  so 
still. 

6560.  Will  you  let  us  understand  what  it  is  that  you  have  in  your  iMud  upon 
the  subject;  is  it  that  the  area  of  mana^^ment  should  be  lisaked  ? — ^I  am  not 
asking  to  limit  the  area.  I  midersland  you  are  seeking  to  increase  it.  I  say,  do 
not  increase  it.  If  it  is  too  large  at  Liverpool,  do  not  make  it  larger  every- 
where else.  It  is  not  because  it  is  too  large  at  Liverpool  that  it  is  the  same 
everywhere  ;  but  I  am  glad  to  hear  Liverpool  is  well  managed^  as  it  shows  the 
parochial  system  is  even  applicable  to  such  towns. 

6561.  We  vvant  to  know  exactly  what  is  the  meaning  of  your  view  ? — I  say  that 
where  there  are  two  parishes,  one  a  large  parish  the  other  a  small  one,  that  with 
regard  to  the  parocnial  system  the  individuality  of  the  large  parish  was  not 
destroyed ;  on  the  contrary,  I  say,  that  in  a  large  rural  parish  the  people  are 
employed  whether  it  consists  of  1,000  acres,  or  10,000  acres  put  together ;  that 
does  not  destroy  the  individuality  of  the  parish. 

6563.  Then,  we  understand  that  the  great  extent  of  the  parish  and  the  large 
population,  which  are  circumstances  differing  very  much  from  rural  parishes,  does 
not  prevent  individual  management? — Just  so;  it  would  not  destroy  the  in- 
dividuality; it  is  just  the  same  that  if  one  man  weighed  16  stone  and  another 
weighed  five  stone,  that  they  would  be  different  individuals,  but  the  16  stone  man 
would  not  lose  his  individuality.  ^ 

6563.  Colonel  SmythJ]  Do  you  think  it  desirable  that  a  man  should  be  irre- 
movable after  a  residence  of  three  years  in  preference  to  being  irremovable  after  a 
residence  of  five  years  ? — I  have  stated  that  I  tliought  not;  I  cannot  fix  a  time  ; 
I  think  the  irremovability  of  the  poor  depends  upon  that  time  which  would  enable 
a  man  lo  coUect  his  femily ;  that  his  interest  should  be  to  the  place  from  which 
he  would  not  be  irremovable. 
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The  Right  Honourable  the  Earl  of  Hardwicke ;  Examined, 

6564.  Mr,  Knight']  I  beubve  your  Lordship  has  taken  a  great  deal  of  pains,  Rirfit  Hon. 
for  a  long  time,  with  the  poor  of  your  district  in  Cambridgeshire?— When  the  Earl  of  ggrAotcto. 
present  law  first  became  the  law  of  the  land,  I  undertook  the  chairmanship  of  a  ""T"!     ^. 
union  of  26  parishes  in  my  neiglibourhood,  and  commenced  the  working  of  that  ^        ^ 

law,  I  hdd  the  chairmanship  for  about|i5  y^^^'s^  and  that^Jbrouorht  me  in  contact 
with  the  working  of  the  poor  law, 

6565.  Chaimum.]  What  union  was  it  ? — Cajrton  and  Arrington  Union,  in  the 
county  of  Cambridge. 

6506.  Mr.  Kn^ht.'\  Has  your  Lordship  observed  a  difference  geo^^ally  in  the 
state  of  the  poor  since  the  new  poor  iaw  was  established  ? — In  my  country  the 
poor  law  as  now  established,  as  compared  with  the  old  law,  has  very  much 
improved  the  condition  of  the  working  classes, 

6567.  A  great  deal  of  evidence  has  been  hud  before  this  Committee  about 
what  are  called  ^^  close ''  parishes,  which  are  described  as  parishes  being  in  the 
possession  of  single  individuais,  I  think  your  Lordship  has  several  of  such 
parishes  ? — I  have  around  my  own  house  three  parishes  that  are  entirely  close  pa- 
rislies,  theparishofWimpoie,  the  parish  of  Arrington,  and  the  parish  of  Waddon. 

6568,  Chmrnum.]  You  mean  entirely  close  parishes  ? — Entirely :  they  are  my 
own  property, 

•  6569.  Mr.  Kniffht.]  What  has  been  your  Lordship's  practice  with  regard  to 
labourers'  cottages  in  tboee  parishes  ?— When  I  first  came  to  the  estate,  my 
predecessor  itad  not  resided  a  great  deal  on  it,  and  the  state  and  condition  of  the 
labouring  class  was  such  as  generally  arises  where  estates  are  entirely  in  the 
hands  of  the  tenantry,  without  any  material  supervision  of  the  landlord.  The 
cottages  were  in  bad  repair,  i  found  a  moderate  pcpoladon  there,  and  I  com- 
roenced  tlie  work  of  repair,  at  the  same  time  offering  to  those  who  chose  lo 
emigrate  to  Canada  or  Australia,  advantages  in  pecuniary  assistance ;  and  the 
condition  of  the  population  now,  after  25  years,  is,  that  they  are  better  housed. 
Taking  into  account  tlie  loss  by  emigration,  still  the  resident  populatioa  has  rather 
inrr^sed  than  diminisbed,  and  upon  the  whole  tiiey  are  as  well  employed  and  as 
cocnfortable  as  the  poor  I  think  usually  are  in  ^ricultural  districts. 

6570.  Has  the  position  of  the  agricultural  labourer  generally  altered  for  the 
better  since  you  commenced  that  course  of  proceeding? — Most  certainly;  be  is 
more  independent;  he  is  better  able  to  take  his  own  part.  He  is  no  lonorer  look- 
ing to  the  iarmer  to  be  takm  up  oae  day,  and  thrown  over  the  next.  He  is  not 
paid  any  longer  partly  out  of  the  poor  rates  and  partly  by  wages,  but  he  now  is 
able  to  make  his  own  bargain  for  his  labour,  and  he  is  actually  paid  out  of  tlie 
me&ns  and  funds  of  those  who  employ  him. 

6571.  What  was  the  reason  that  your  Lordship  offered  to  assist  these  persons 
in  their  emigration  ;  was  it  because  the  parishes  had,  at  that  time,  mcne  persons 
residing  in  them  than  you  employed,  or  was  it  because  tbose  persons  were  not 
very  good  subjects,  and  you  thought  you  bad  better  get  rid  of  them  ? — ^The  reason 
was  that  the  population  was  crowded  in  the  tenements  that  then  existed,  and  that 

'crowding  deteriorated  their  condition  and  demoralised  them ;  I  could  not  find 
funds  without  borrowing,  which  I  never  have  done,  to  immediately  put  the  whole 
of  the  estate  in  a  sufficient  state  as  to  the  repair  of  cottages,  &c.,  therefore,  for  the 
purpose  of  relieving  the  paupers  in  the  tenements  that  then  existed,  I  aSttred  to 
assist  emigration, 

6572.  Have  the  tenements  which  you  have  built  more  rooms  than  the  former 
ones  ? — The  houses  in  that  country  were  very  much  like  the  Irish  hovels ;  they 
were  built  of  clay  and  rough  timber ;  they  were  very  well  suited, to  a  moveable 
soil,  which  expands  and  contracts,  being  clay,  with  the  state  of  the  atmospb^e, 
because  they  were  placed,  without  foundations,  on  the  surface  of  the  gi-ouod  ;  but 
I  have  built  ever  since  with  the  best  materials  ;  I  have  built  with  brick,  stone, 
iron,  and  foreign  timber,  and  have  put  cottages  which  will  last  300  or  400  years, 

6573.  Have  you  as  many  labourers  livins;  in  those  parishes  as  are  necessary  for 
the  work  which  you  wish  to  have  done  ? — No,  I  sfaoula  be  very  glad  to  have  more ; 
the  population  of  those  parishes  are  rarely  out  of  work,  vrinter  or  summer,  and  I 
may  say,  which  is  not  much  to  the  purpose  of  the  evidence,  that  I  always  myself 
take  care  that  in  the  event  of  having  any  labour  to  perform  which  I  can  put  aside, 
I  keep  it  till  the  winter,  and  then  I  am  able  to  put  the  surplus  population  unem- 
ployed by  the  farmers  upon  that  work. 
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Ri  ht  Hon  6574.  Should  you  consider  it  an  advantage  to  your  close  parishes  if  none  of 

Eaxlot  Hm^Mche.  ^^^  labourers  employed  in  them  dwelt  in  those  parishes,  but  dwelt  in  some  neigh- 

bouring  town  three  or  four  miles  oflf  ? — I  should  think  it  an  enormous  loss  to  my 

30  July  i86o.     estate  if  my  labourers  were  not  resident  in  the  parishes. 

6575.  Suppose  you  were  to  employ  constantly  100  labourers,  who  lived  in  a 
town  parish  tnree  miles  off,  you  say  that  it  would  be  a  great  loss  to  your  estate ; 
what  effect  do  you  suppose  it  would  have  upon  the  town  parish ;  would  that 
town  parish  be  the  better  or  the  worse  for  those  labourers  living  there? — ^That  is 
assuming,  then,  that  these  labourers  are  not  living  on  my  estate,  but  living  in  the 
town. 

6576.  Yes. — ^That  does  not  apply  to  my  estate,  because  there  are  no  large 
towns  in  it.    That  would  be  a  suppositious  case. 

6577.  Exactly  SO;  what  is  your  Lordship's  opinion  on  that? — ^They  would 
certainly  carry  the  wealth  that  they  took  from  me  into  the  town.  There  is  no 
doubt  of  that ;  and  the  shopkeepers  in  the  town,  who  sold  the  bread,  the  meat, 
and  the  beer,  would  be  the  parties  who  received  the  wages  which  I  paid,  and 
therefore  it  would  be  taken  from  my  land  and  carried  to  another  person. 

6578.  Does  your  Lordship  know,  in  your  experience,  any  district  in  your 
neighbourhood  in  which  a  practice  exists  of  pulling  down  the  cottages,  and 
driving  the  poor  out  of  the  parishes  ? — No,  I  do  not.  Around  me  the  properties, 
except  in  those  three  parishes,  are  very  much  divided.  In  Cambridgeshire  a 
great  quantity  of  land  is  held  by  corporate  bodies ;  and,  with  the  exception  of 
the  Duke  of  Bedford,  the  Duke  of  Rutland^  and  myself,  there  are  no  large  pro- 
prietors in  the  county,  except  the  corporate  bodies.  The  properties  of  the  corpo- 
rate bodies  are  in  the  hands  of  the  tenantry.  I  think  they  deal  now  very  fairly 
with  their  estates,  and  1  know  no  cases  of  the  driving  out  system  at  all. 

6579.  You  do  not  think  it  is  considered  an  advantage,  but  quite  the  contrary, 
for  the  proprietors,  even  the  corporate  bodies,  to  have  no  poor  living  on  their 
property ;  you  are  not  aware  that  such  a  feeling  exists  ? — I  do  not  know  of  such 
a  feeling ;  and  in  addressing  that  to  myself,  I  should  only  say  it  would  be  the 
most  deplorable  act  I  could  perpetrate  on  my  property.  Although  my  funds  are 
not  able  to  meet  my  wishes  as  fast  as  I  desire,  I  am  always  disposed  to  increase  my 
cottages  in  my  close  parishes,  because  the  process  of  human  nature  goes  on,  and 
they  must  either  live  crowded  in  tenements  and  emigrate  from  them,  or  I  must 
build  new  tenements,  and,  in  the  present  state  of  the  property,  we  are  not  rich. 

6580.  With  regard  to  the  area  of  rating,  it  has  been  proposed  by  some  of  the 
witnesses  before  this  Committee  to  levy  a  union  fund  equally  on  all  property  of  the 
union,  and  to  place  all  the  irremovable  poor,  that  is  all  the  poor  who  lose  their 
settlement  by  shifting  their  residence,  upon  that  union  fund  ;  it  has  also  been  pro- 
posed to  increase  largely  by  several  measures  the  number  of  those  irremova'ble 
poor;  what  is  your  Lordship's  opinion  of  that  system  ? — I  should  think  that  a 
most  unjust  proceeding ;  1  should  think  it  would  tend  very  much  to  deteriorate 
property,  and  would  be  very  injurious,  in  my  opinion,  to  the  condition  of  the 
labourer.  With  regard  to  the  condition  of  the  labourer,  he  naturally  falls  under 
the  thoughts  of  the  owner  of  the  soil ;  he  becomes  a  most  important  and  valuable 
acquisition  to  the  soil,  and  therefore  his  wants  and  his  wishes,  and  his  condition, 
are  much  considered  by  the  parochial  system ;  but  if  you  abolish  the  parochial 
system  of  relief,  and  throw  the  whole  of  the  26  parishes,  which  I  have  spoken  of, 
into  one  rate,  and  one  government,  undoubtedly  the  natural  propensity  would  be 
to  care  for  the  union  only,  and  not  for  the  individual  parish,  and  to  that  extent 
the  thoughts  of  the  owner  would  be  diminished  with  reference  to  those  who 
resided  in  his  own  parish ;  therefore,  with  regard  to  the  labourer,  I  say  he  would 
lose  that  protecting  state,  if  I  may  so  term  it.  The  desire  to  see  him  do  well, 
which  exists  now  under  the  parochial  system,  would  be  materially  diminished 
under  a  union  system  of  rating. 

6581.  Does  your  Lordship  think  the  result  would  be  an  increase  or  decrease 
in  the  amount  of  poor  rates  paid  generally  throughout  the  union  r — I  think  it 
would  increase  it,  inasmuch  as  it  would  tend  to  diminish  the  anxiety  felt  by  a 
gentlen)an^  a  farmer,  or  a  proprietor  to  employ  his  poor.  If  1  am  rated  in  the 
parish  in  which  I  reside  to  the  poor's  rate,  it  becomes  a  matter  of  consideration, 
in  my  view,  whether  I  cannot  find  profitable  labour  for  the  poor  of  the  parish, 
rather  than  see  them  thrown  on  the  poor  rates,  which  takes  a  portion  of  the  money 
which  I  could  employ  usefully,  out  of  my  pocket,  by  which  I  gain  nothing;  on 
the  contrary,  it  is  absolute  loss;  therefore,  to  that  extent,  »he  labouring  man 
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becomes  an  object  of  consideration  in  a  bad  season.     Ratber  than  see  him  go  to       R'g^^  H«n* 
the  union,  I  consider  whether  I  cannot  find  something  that  would  be  valuable  to  Earl  of  Horrfwicte- 
me  for  him  to  do,  and  I  generally  find  it.     But  if  there  was  a  union  rating,  and  '     ~ 

an  equal  distribution,  that  feeling  would  be  diminished  to  the  extent  of  the  area      ^^  ^^^  *      * 
of  the  union,  because,  undoubtedly,   as  the  whole  cost  would  be  thrown  over  26 
parishes  for  this  individual  labourer  whom  I  wished  to  employ,  so  the  feeling,  if  I 
may  use  the  term,  would  be  diluted  to  that  extent,  knowing  that  the  charge  would 
come  upon  others,  and  not  upon  me. 

6582.  Would  not  the  result  of  a  union  rate  be  to  effect  a  great  transfer  of 
property  from  one  set  of  proprietors  to  another,  particularly  in  highly  rated 
unions ;  for  instance,  the  equalisation  of  the  rate  in  one  case  which  we  have 
had  before  us,  would  have  increased  the  value  of  property  in  the  parish  28.  6d. 
in  the  pound? — No  doubt ;  we  will  take  the  case  of  two  parishes,  which  frequently 
occurs.  I  could  mention  parishes  in  that  state  to  my  own  knowledge  in  which 
there  is  very  good  management,  and  very  great  care  of  the  poor;  I  do  not  mean 
a  mawkish  care  of  the  poor,  but  a  useful  employment  of  the  poor,  not  giving  in 
charity,  but  employing  them  usefully.  You  may  see  one  parish  in  which  there 
is  very  fine  culture,  and  a  great  deal  of  attention  paid  to  the  subject  of  profit  and 
loss,  in  which  the  poor  are  very  well  employed  ;  and  you  may  see  a  neighbouring 
parish  in  which  the  culture  is  very  bad,  in  which  the  poor  are  very  ill  employed. 
Assuming  those  two  parishes  have  about  the  same  number  of  inhabitants,  of 
course  in  that  parish  where  the  conduct  was  good  on  the  part  of  the  owners  and 
proprietors,  the  poor  rates  are  small ;  while,  on  the  other  hand,  if  there  is  a  bad 
management,  the  poor  rates  are  large.  Now  put  those  two  parishes  together, 
equalise  the  rate,  and  see  the  injustice  which  you  perpetrate  on  the  party  whose 
culture,  management,  and  employment  is  good  and  sound,  and  which  has  reduced 
the  rate.  See  what  a  condition  you  place  that  parish  in  if  you  charge  it  'vith  a 
portion  of  the  relief  of  the  poor  of  the  neighbouring  parish  whose  attention  to 
its  duties  has  been  very  negligent. 

^5^3'  The  chief  reason  which  appears  to  me  to  have  been  given  by  the 
witnesses  who  have  advocated  an  extension  of  the  area  of  rating  before  this  Com- 
mittee, is,  that  there  is  great  injustice  in  one  parish  paying  2^.  in  the  pound, 
and  the  other  parish  paying  is.  id;  does  it  appear  to  you  that  that  is  a  case  of 
injustice? — By  no  means;  it  is  strict  justice. 

6584.  Chairman.']  I  think  your  Lordship  stated  that  you  only  spoke  of  the 
union  with  which  you  are  connected? — I  have  been  speaking  chiefly  of  the  three 
parishes. 

6585.  Your  attention  was  perhaps  directed  chiefly  to  the  management  of  the 
poor  in  those  parishes  of  the  union  in  connexion  with  your  property  ? — When  I 
was  chairman  of  the  union,  which  is. about  10  years  ago,  I  was  very  conversant 
with  the  details  of  the  working  of  that  union,  and  with  the  statistics  of  the  union 
which  I  am  not  now  e(|ually  conversant  with,  and  therefore  should  not  be  disposed 
to  answer  questions  that  had  a  statistical  bearing  upon  the  condition  of  the  union 
generally,  because  I  have  it  not  before  me.  That,  moreover,  can  be  found,  I 
believe  in  the  returns  which  are  made  to  the  Poor  Law  Board. 

6586.  Your  Lordship  stated  that  when  you  succeeded  to  your  property  you 
found  that  things  had  been  very  ill  managed ;  that  the  old  poor  law  had  worked 
very  ill? — Yes,  I  have  stated,  I  think,  that  I  found  the  condition  of  the 
cottages  on  the  property  which  I  inherited  was  very  bad,  and  required  a  large 
outlay  upon  them ;  and  I  stated,  moreover,  that  what  is  called  the  new  poor  law- 
has  worked  very  favourably  for  the  condition  of  the  labouring  population. 

6587.  Your  Lordship  is  perfectly  well  acquainted  with  the  working  of  the 
new  poor  law  as  contrasted  or  compared  with  the  old  law  ? — Yes,  I  think  I  am. 

6588.  It  proceeds  now  upon  a  more  fixed  rule  ;  there  is  a  uniform  system  and 
there  is  something  like  a  check  to  imposture  or  injudicious  treatment  of  the  poor  ? 
— Quite  so. 

6589.  Formerly  the  parish  was  managed  by  some  few  of  the  parishioners,  and 
the  mode  in  which  it  was  managed  depended  upon  the  individual  judgment  of 
the  people  in  that  parish  ? — Quite  so. 

6590.  But  now  there  is  a  body  of  guardians  and  a  system  prescribed  to  those 
guardians  in  administering  the  law,  and  there  is  a  new  system  or  rather  a  new 
mode  of  giving  relief  by  means  of  the  workhouse  ? — Quite  so. 

6591.  You    have   found    that    under  that  general    system,    pauperism    has 
0.95.  T  y  3  diminished 
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Riftht.  Hon.      diminished  and  the  iieneral  condition  of  the  poor,  both  morally  and  physically,  has 
Enrl  of  UardmieU  improved  P-Yes. 

~7  6592.  And  I  suppose  one  of  the  greatest  advantages  of  that  system  is,  that  it 

«o  July  1860.  YiSiiQ  saved  the  poor  as  well  as  the  property  from  all  the  injudicious  management 
which  formerly  took  place  in  the  parishes  ?~I  think  that  a  great  feature  of  the 
improvement  has  bet^n  this,  that  the  able-bodied  man  has  been  compelled  to  get 
an  lionest  livelihood,  that  the  really  poor,  and  wretched,  worn-out  and  maimed 
have  received  parochial  assistance ;  that  the  workhouse  test  has  led  the  active 
able-bodied  labourer  to  avoid  application  for  parochial  retiefi  and  by  force  of 
circumstances  ha<^  driven  him  to  seek  a  livelihood.  That  in  the  first  instance 
was  very  indifferently  borne  by  them,  but  now  I  believe  they  would  not  change 
for  the  old  state  ;  that  they  much  prefer  the  condition  they  now  find  themselves 
in  to  what  they  were  in  formerly. 

6593.  I  think  your  Lordship  referred  to  a  very  common  practice,  which  was 
that  of  paying  wages  out  of  the  rates,  besides  other  unwise  practices  that  people 
resorted  to;  I  presume  that  you  would  admit  that  all  those  practices  resulted 
from  the  effort  made  by  occupiers  and  persons  who  mani^ed  the  parishes  to  find 
employment  for  the  poor,  and  more  especially  to  relieve  the  rates  from  the 
support  of  the  poor  ? — Yes,  it  arose  from  the  difficulty  of  the  circumstances,  and 
the  absence  of  power  to  deal  with  them.  I  think  that  the  fiaurmer  became  afraid 
of  the  labourer,  and  the  overseer,  who  is  nothing  but  a  mere  farmer,  was 
frequently  under  some  fear,  and  therefore  he  consented  to  pat  the  applicant  upon 
the  books,  as  it  was  termed,  let  his  case  be  what  it  might ;  and  then  having  got 
him  on  the  books  in  the  parish  in  which  he  resided,  there  was  an  understanding 
among  the  farmers,  something  like  this,  ^*  if  you  will  pay  him  half  wages  I  will 
take  him  and  pay  him  the  remainder,  and  I  shall  get  an  indifferent  day's  work 
out  of  him,  of  which  I  shall  only  pay  half." 

6594.  1  believe  that  all  the  country  is  now  agreed  upon  tlie  very  injurious  effect 
of  that  system  ? — Yes,  undoubtedly. 

6595.  Perhaps  you  will  admit  that  somethnig  of  the  same  sort  would  recur  if 
there  was  not  supervision  something  like  that  which  exists  under  the  present 
system? — I  am  sure  that  you  are  compelled  to  keep  a  supervision  over  the 
Boards  of  Guardians,  even  as  they  now  exist     I  believe  myself  that  if  the  Poor 

^  Law  Commissicm  was  abolished,  in  some  parishes,  in  many  parishes  in  England 

the  principle  of  the  present  government  of  the  poor  has  taken  such  root  that  you 
would  find  gentlemen  of  intelli}i;ence  that  they  would  support  it,  and  maintain 
it  as  it  is.  I  think  there  are  other  parishes  in  which  there  may  be  non-resident 
proprietors^  and  where  the  parishes  are  wholly  in  tlie  bands  of  tenantry  ;  I  think 
that  under  those  circumstances  they  would  perhaps  lapse  again  into  some  of  the 
evils  and  some  of  the  faults  of  the  old  system. 

6596.  Formerly,  in  certain  parts  of  England)  the  tenants  became  terrified  by 
the  number  of  Che  poor,  and  that  might  recur? — ^You  can  easily  imagine  where 
20  ablc'-bodied  men  were  out  of  employment,  and  went  round  in  a  gang  and 
demanded  parochial  relief,  that  that  would  lead  to  fear  on  the  part  of  the 
farmers. 

6597.  It  is  air  advantage  for  them  to  say  that  they  must  observe  the  law,  ai>d  have 
no  discretion  under  those  circumstances  ? — Exactly. 

6598. 1  think,  then,  it  would  not  be  too  much  to  ask  your  Lordship  whether  one 
should  not  be  careful  not  to  attach  much  importance  to  what  is  called,  exclusively, 
parochial  management  of  the  poor  ? — I  see  the  drift  of  your  question,  but  the 
whole  thing  is  now  a  machine  blended  together  under  a  government  sitting  in 
London,  with  its  branch  Boards  sitting  in  the  country,  and  the  blending  of  that 
'  system,  together  with  the  assistance  of  the  parochial  residents,  makes  it  work 
admirably  ;  but  if  you  withdraw  either  party,  either  the  Board  of  Guardians  or  the 
parochial  interest,  you  would  be  very  likely  to  fall  into  a  similar  difficulty  to  that 
irom  which  you  have  now  escaped. 

6599.  1  think  I  understood  your  Lordship,  from  what  you  stated  in  your  replies 
to  Mr.  Knight  to  say,  that  the  interest  that  is  felt  in  getting  employment  for  the 
poor  is  the  natural  interest  that  a  person  who  haste  bear  the  rates  feela  in  reducing 
the  burden  ? — Yes,  I  think  so. 

6600.  And  I  think  you  stated  that  if  the  poor  were  thrown  upon  the  union  rate, 
or  at  least  that  the  property  of  the  union  was  made  to   bear  the  whole  charge  of 
the  poor  of  the  union,  that  people  would  transfer  iheir  interest  fa>m  the  parish  to 
the  union,   and  that  they  would  nbt  be  so  anxious  to,  find  employment  for  the 
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poor  ? — ^Yes  ;  I  think  that  the  interest  would  be  consulted  by  changing  it  from  |.   ^5i  ^^&^ 

personal  parochial  interest  to  an  extended  interest  over  a  lar^e  tract  of  country.  Earl  oflf«n«wic*e. 

6601 .  But  I  think  you  take  the  view  that  the  circumstances  of  the  country  pre-  ~     T 
elude  the  idea  that  there  is  too  much  labour,  and  that  the  population  can  find      ^  ^^  ^^^' 
employment,  and  I  think  yon  stated  that  you  are  rather  under-populated,  in  fact  i 

— In  the  three  parishes  which  I  have  been  induced  by  examination, to  sp^ak  of, 
which  are  called  the  ck)8e  parishes,  upon  ray  own  Cbtate,  I  can  truly  say  that  there 
is  not  labour  enough. 

6602.  Is  it  not  a  healthier  state,  both  for  employer  and  labourer,  that  they  should 
each  make  their  bargain  fairly  with  each  other,  and  be  independent  of  that  kind 
of  sentiment,  or  interest,  as  it  is  called,  which  employers  or  residents  are  supposed  to 
take  in  the  welfare  of  the  labourers? — We  are  equally  independent.  I  do 
not  particularly  seek  for  my  labourers  in  my  own  parish,  I  take  the  man  who  can 
do  the  work  the  best,  wherever  he  may  be  found,  and  as  the  labourers  of  the  parish 
in  which  I  live  come  first  they  are  taken  first  ;  and  if  they  are  not  very  skilful 
they  are  put  upon  what  is  called  ordinary  piece  work,  and  the  skilled  labourer'is 
put  upon  work  which  requires  skill,  and  I  take  them  wherever  I  can  find  them. 

6603.  Union  rating  would  not  interfere  with  that  rational  mode  of  proceeding 
between  employer  and  labourer? — No  ;  union  rating  would  not  interfere  with  the 
independence  of  the  farmer  to  employ  who  he  likes. 

6604.  Unless  he  is  under  the  influence  of  such  a  system  as  I  alluded  to,  he 
would  do  what  you  do,  and  lock  out  for  the  best  men  he  can  find  to  do  the  work 
he  wanted  done  ?— Certainly. 

6605.  There  is  nothing  in  the  system  which  has  been  alluded  to  by  Mr.  Knight, 
such  as  a  union  rating,  or  union  cbargeability,  which  would  at  all  interfere  with 
that  system  r— It  would  not  interfere  with  the  system  of  independence  of  the  owner 
or  gentleman  farmer  to  employ  whom  he  pleased,  but  it  would  very  materially 
interfere  with  the  rates  that  mijiht  be  put  upon  his  land,  and  materially  tend, 
where  it  was  a  well-managed  parish,  to  reduce  the  value  of  his  estate,  if  you 
rated  it  to  the  amount  of  the  parishes  surrounding  it,  which  are  perhaps  in  an  ill 
condition.  If  parish  A  is  rated  at  6d.  in  the  pounds  and  parishes  X,  Y,  and  Z 
are  rated  at  '2s.  and  2$.  6d.  in  the  pound,  if  you  put  parishes  A  and  X,  Y  and 
Z  together,  and  rate  them  all  in  a  lump,  I  think  you  will  find  that  parish  A  would 
be  an  enormous  sufferer,  and  property  deteriorated  to  the  extent  that  the  expenses 
of  the  parishes  X,  Y,  and  Z  have  been  put  upon  it. 

6606.  That  would  be  where  the  close  parish  paid  6d.  in  the  pound,  while  the 
others  paid  2s.  6d} — ^The  argument  applies  to  any  parish. 

6607.  I  mean  it  is  where  tne  poor  are  few  that  the  rates  would  be  low  ;  if  that 
were  accidental,  and  as  you  would  admit  that  the  right  principle  of  the  charge  is 
that  property  should  bear  the  burthen  of  the  poor,  is  it  not  more  just  that  it 
should  bear  that  burthen  equally? — ^Are  we  not  going  upon  an  undoubted  problem 
which  nobody  would  dispute. 

6608.  Is  not  that  the  principle  of  the  system  which  has  been  raised  in  question, 
that  property  ought  to  bear  the  burthen  of  the  poor,  but  bearing  it,  ought  to  bear 
it  equally  ? — I  think  you  want  to  break  down  the  ancient  parochial  system  and  set 
up  one  of  another  character,  \ihich  one  of  another  character  is  full  of  injustice  to 
property  that  has  been  well  managed.  A  small  party  in  this  country  are  anxious 
to  blend  with  those  properties  which  are  well  managed,  properties  which  either 
have  been  ill  managed  or  are  over-burthened  with  rates,  for  the  purpose  of 
inducing  them  to  take  a  shar6  in  their  burthen. 

6609.  I  presume  that  it  would  be  called  in  the  country  "  well  managed/*  if  you 
pulled  every  cottage  in  the  parish  down,  and  if  the  labourers  went  into  neighbour- 
mg  parishes,  and  lived  there,  although  they  work  in  the  parish  that  had  no 
burthen  with  rejjard  to  the  poor?— That  opens  another  question  altogether.  Then 
you  are  going  into  the  question  of  another  mode  of  action. 

6610.  i  mean  that  the  term  "good  management"  hardly  speaks  for  itself, 
because  by  ^*  good  management  **  is  generally  meant  reducing  the  rates,  and  that 
may  be  done  in  various  ways  ?— Forgive  me  for  saying  that  I  do  not  think  "  good 
management  **  means  that.  A  man  who  simply  looks  to  reducing  tlie  poor  rates 
without  looking  to  his  own  interests  must  be  a  very  bad  manager  indeed.  I  am 
looking  wholly  to  my  own  interest,  and  nothing  else.  Upon  this  subject  it  is  quite 
necessary  that  we  should  deal  with  it  in  an  interested  point  of  view,  and  in  doing 
that,  ny  object  would  be  to  maintain  upon  my  estate  a  large  body  of  labourers 
sufficient  to  keep  that  estate  io  working  order,  and  to  raise  the  largest  amount  of 
food  I  can  at  the  cheapest  possible  rate. 

0.95-  Y  Y  4  6611.  I  think 
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Ri^t  Hon.  661 1 .  I  think  I  collect  from  you  that  the  relations  between  property  and  labour 

BaAofHardmcke.  ^q^  ^j^^  such,  that  every  person  could  take  the  best  labourer  be  could  get,  and 

not  care  for  anything  else,  and  I  believe  that  you  would  admit  that  that  property 

«o  July  i860,  should  support  the  poor  equally  throughout  the  union  ? — The  only  way  I  can 
answer  that  question  is  this,  supposing  that  the  parishes  in  a  union  were  such,  that 
under  some  circumstances,  each  had  the  same  number  of  inhabitants,  and  each  had 
the  same  amount  of  poor  rate,  in  such  a  case,  if  such  a  case  could  arise,  of  union 
rating,  as  far  as  money  went,  there  would  be  no  injustice,  because  no  portion  of  that 
union  would  be  subject  to  bear  a  heavier  charge  than  had  originally  belonged  to  it ; 
but  even  if  that  were  the  case,  I  contend  that  the  parochial  system  offers  to  the  poor 
man  a  much  better  chance  of  that  degree  of  protection  which  the  rich  may  fairly 
tender  towards  the  poor,  than  a  union  rating  would,  where  the  population  would  have 
lost  that  amount  of  interest  which  arises  from  having  upon  it  a  body  of  people 
whom,  if  you  do  not  employ,  by  the  law  of  the  land  you  must  sell  your  shirt  to 
find  food  for. 

661 2.  I  think  you  have  referred  to  a  state  of  things  where  the  property  was 
left  to  the  mercy  of  the  tenantry,  not  having  the  advantage  of  a  resident  proprietary, 
where  the  poor  did  not  fare  so  well,  and  all  kinds  of  things  were  resorted  to  for 
the  purpose  of  keeping  down  the  rates ;  I  think  you  will  admit  that,  although  it 
does  not  occur  in  your  own  parishes,  yet  it  would  be  quite  possible  for  cottages  to 
be  pulled  down  in  close  parishes,  and  the  working  men,  that  is,  the  labourers, 
would  have  to  walk  three  miles  backwards  and  forwards  to  their  work,  because 
all  the  cottages  were  pulled  down  in  those  parishes  in  order  to  save  the  rates  r — 
He  would  be  a  very  foolish  proprietor  in  my  opinion  if  he  had  to  cultivate  his  land 
and  drew  his  labourers  from  any  distance. 

6613.  I  dare  say  you  have  heard  that  those  things  are  not  of  unusual  occur- 
rence ? — I  have  heard  such  things  said,  but  I  have  never  seen  them. 

6614.  I  will  just  direct  your  Lordship's  attention  to  what  it  is  that  we  are 
more  immediately  inquiring  mto,  which  is,  the  law  as  it  exists  at  present,  which  to  a 
certain  degree  comes  within  the  objections  you  offer  to  what  has  been  suggested, 
namely,  union  rating,  and  that  is,  that  in  the  unions  there  is  what  is  called  a 
common  fund  ? — Yes. 

66  5.  And  that  that  common  fund  is  raised  in  a  peculiar  way;  that  is,  the 
averages  are  taken  every  three  years  in  each  parish,  and  that  in  proportion  to  the 
amount  of  property  in  any  parish,  so  must  they  contribute,  and  contribute  in 
larger  proportions  to  this  common  fund  ? — Yes. 

6616.  Do  you  think  that  a  just  arrangement? — I  do  not  think  that  it  is  just  in 
itself,  but  it  arose  out  of  the  difficulty  of  the  law  of  settlement.  It  was  one  of 
the  modes  in  which  people  tided  over  the  difficulty  that  was  in  dispute,  and  which 
they  could  not  well  meet. 

6617.  It  was,  in  fact,  one  of  the  shifts  that  were  resorted  to  when  that  transi- 
tion took  place  ? — Exactly. 

6618.  That  has  existed  for  sometime;  there  were  great  objections  to  that 
change  which  took  place  in  the  law  in  1846,  which  provided  in  the  first  place 
that  poor  should  not  be  removed  who  had  resided  for  a  certain  time  in  one 
parish,  and  that  then  they  should  be  charged  on  the  common  fund  ? — ^Yes. 

6619.  We  are  now  considering  about  the  renewal  of  that  Act  and  as  to 
whether  some  further  changes  might  not  now  be  made,  and'  the  question  is 
whether  we  could  not  with  advantage  and  without  much  injustice  provide  for  that 
common  fund  in  a  more  equitable  manner  than  is  done  now,  and  one  mode  that 
is  proposed  is,  that  as  far  as  that  common  fund  goes  it  should  be  derived  from  a 
rate  on  all  the  rateable  property  of  the  union  ? — Yes. 

6620.  We  should  like  to  have  your  Lordship's  opinion  as  to  whether  there  ia 
anything  unjust  or  inexpedient  in  making  that  change  ? — I  think  it  would  be  very 
unjust,  for  the  reasons  1  have  already  stated. 

6021.  You  are  not  prepared  for  any  further  change  in  the  same  direction 
which  took  place  in  1846  ? — No,  I  should  be  disposed  to  leave  well  alone. 

6622.  We  hear  that  it  is  not  well  from  many  witnesses,  and  that  there  is  a 
great  deal  of  complaint  made  about  it  ? — People  are  very  apt  to  complain  when 
they  are  not  very  well,  but  when  they  get  worse  they  then  wish  they  could  ga 
back  to  the  little  complaint  that  they  had  at  the  beginning. 

6623.  Beyond  the  particular  injury  that  it  might  produce  to  those  who  have 
not  paid  a  high  rate,  and  perhaps  have  escaped  any  contribution  whatever  to  the 
common  fund,  you  do  not  see  any  general  evil  that  would  follow  from  it? — Yes  ; 
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I  think  there  would  be  the  same  evil  that  I  have  stated,  that  if  you  go  to  union  Rirfit  Hon. 

rating Earl  ^Hardmckt. 

6624.  I  was  calling  your  Lordship^s  attention  now,  not  to  union  rating,  but  to  

that  which  is  more  especially  under  our  attention,  namely,  the  mode  of  providing  ^^  ^^^y  **^ 
for  this  common  fund  which    now  exists  ? — I  should  not  like  to  express  any 

decided  opinion  upon  that  subject,  for  this  reason,  from  not  having  for  ten  yeara 
worked  in  the  union  in  which  I  reside ;  and  nevei^aving  attended  a  Board  of 
Guardians,  except  occasionally  for  the  purpose  of  seeing  the  state  of  the  poor- 
house,  I  confess  that  the  subject  has  not  entered  much  into  my  consideration,  but 
I  see  this  in  it,  that  it  all  tends  towards  the  object  which  a  party  in  this  country 
have  in  view,  namely,  that  of  taxing  a  whole  union  for  the  purpose  of  supporting 
the  poor,  independently  of  parochial  contribution,  and  therefore  it  has  a  tendency 
towards  union  rating* 

6625.  That  is  just  what  unions  were  when  they  were  first  established ;  it  was 
another  division  of  the  country  for  the  support  of  the  poor  ? — Just  so* 

6626.  The  question  here  only  is  whether  this  supposed  grievance,  which  is 
alleged  to  be  very  unjust,  should  not  now  be  attended  to  ? — 1  confess  I  should 
strongly  recommend  that  the  parochial  system  should  be  adhered  to,  and  that  you 
did  not  extend  that  system  further  than  it  has  now  gone. 

6627.  Not  for  the  purpose  of  rating? — No. 

6628.  Have  you  had  any  opportunities  of  observing  the  effect  of  the  Irremovable 
Act,  as  it  is  called,  that  is,  allowing  a  person  to  reside  in  a  parish  for  five  years, 
and  then  not  being  able  to  remove  him  ? — Mine  being  entirely  rural  parishes,  of 
course  the  number  of  paupers  is  not  great,  and  therefore  I  am  but  a  very 
incompetent  judge  of  what  the  views  of  the  people  may  be ;  where  a  great 
number  are  thrown  upon  them,  I  can  understand  that  they  will  feel  it  very 
much. 

6629.  There  has  no  evil  followed  firom  that  Act  that  has  come  within  your 
knowledge? — I  never  heard  of  one;  they  began  with  a  little  grumbling,  in  the 
first  instance ;  thinking  it  was  approaching  the  union  system,  some  parishes  com- 
plained of  it;  but  the  opposition  is  very  small,  because  there  are  not  many. 

6630.  Then  it  would  not  affect  agricultural  parishes  if  the  period  of  residence 
was  reduced  from  five  years  to  three  years? — I  think  it  would  affect  the  poor 
more  than  the  parishes. 

6631.  It  would  be  a  great  advantage  to  the  poor,  would  it  not? — ^You  would 
give  him  the  support  of  the  union  after  a  residence  of  three  years,  instead  of  after 
a  residence  of  five  years. 

6632.  It  is  thought  that  five  years  is  longer  than  is  necessary ;  but  then  when 
be  has  been  living  in  a  parish  for  three  years  it  is  proposed  not  to  give  him  a 
settlement,  but  to  give  him  the  privilege  of  not  being  removed  ? — ^The  natural 
answer  of  a  very  selfish  man  would  be,  **  Keep  the  law  as  it  is;"  but  if  you  look 
solely  to  the  poor,  there  is  no  doubt  that  the  poor  man  would  like  to  find  a  settle- 
ment as  soon  as  he  could. 

6633.  You  have  no  doubt  it  is  a  great  evil  to  the  poor  being  removed  ? — It  has 
been  a  tremendous  evil* to  the  parishes;  the  amount  of  money  spent  in  lawsuits 
on  the  question  of  removal  has  been  frightful  in  many  parishes  in  England. 

6634.  Mr.  Knight.']  Do  you  think  it  would  be  an  advantage  or  not  to  the  poor 
if  that  non-removability  were  converted  into  settlement  by  a  rive  years*  residence? 
— I  am  not  a  very  good  judge  as  to  that ;  because  I  know  that  where  these 
questions  arise,  it  is  not  in  rural  parishes,  where  there  are  very  few  paupers 
placed  under  circumstances  of  that  sort.  This  question  comes  from  great  cities, 
as  everything  else  does  in  this  country.  It  is  merely  an  anxious  wish  on  the  part 
of  the  great  towns  to  relieve  themselves  from  pecuniary  obligations,  and  throw 
them  on  the  surrounding  country.  That  is  the  basis  of  this  movement,  and  all 
the  questions  that  you  raise  upon  it  are  simply  questions  of  whether  one  place 
shall  relieve  itself  from  pecuniary  pressure,  and  throw  it  upon  another. 

6635.  Chairman.']  I  will  take  the  liberty  to  correct  your  Lordship  in  that 
respect.  It  is  not  the  large  towns  that  are  anxious  for  this  change  merely  as 
far  as  the  evidence  that  we  have  collected  goes,  because  we  have  had  several 
witnesses  from  agricultural  parishes  complaining  very  much  of  the  difference  of 
the  burthen  of  the  poor  to  what  adjoining  parishes  have  to  bear ;  they  state  that 
8ome  parishes  belong  to  one  or  two  proprietors  who  really  can  determine  the 
number  of  the  poor  residing  there,  and  they  go  into  the  next  parish,  occupied  by 
a  number  of  freeholders,  or  number  of  persons,  and  they  are  overburdened  in 
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lUght  Um.       coaaecfuence  of  the  poor  bdsg  driven  there ;  th^  do  not  get  the  benefit  of  their 
HuHjofiDsfvMflAe.  labour,  but  the  parish  which  is  relieved  from  their  support  in  old  age,  and  a 

number  of  other  circutnstanas,  gets  the  benefit  oi  their  labour.     The  coinplaiot 

iio^Juff  \Wo,  has  come  fi'om  the  former  in  those  parishes  who  know  their  interest  as  much  as 
ftoin  the  towns  ? — I  must  conceive  that  to  be  a  very  great  injustice  where  it  is 
perpetrated  by  proprietors  for  the  purpose  of  getting  rid  of  thefr  poor. 

6636-  Mr,  Knight^  U  h  is  perpetrated  ? — If  it  is  perpetrated  it  is  a  great 
act  of  injustice  not  only  to  the  surrounding  parishes,  but  to  the  poor  themselves, 
and  1  can  never  think  it  an  act  of  wisdom. 

6637.  Chaimum.]  But  so  far  tlmt  injustice  would  be  remedied  by  distributing  the 
burden  over  the  union,  or  at  least  rating  tlie  property  of  the  union  for  the  support  of 
the  poor  of  the  union  ? — ^There  is  no  doubt  if  you  were  bent  on  meeting  that  case, 
and  that  case  alone,  and  that  that  case  became  so  monstrous  and  so  flagrant, 
that  you  were  bound  to  meet  it  in  some  way ;  there  is  no  doubt  that  a  union 
rating,  or  even  a  more  extended  rating  than  a  union  rating,  would  tend  very  much 
to  render  a  man  independmt  as  to  whedier  he  had  many  or  few  poor  upon  his 
estate. 

6638.  Do  you  know  anything  about  the  mode  in  which  the  guardians  now  attend 
the  Board,  as' to  whether  thev  attend  regularly,  or  whether  there  is  any  difficulty 
in  getting  them  to  attend? — I  believe,  as  far  as  I  know  in  my  own  circle  of  life, 
that  they  attend  very  regularly. 

0639.  It  has  beeQ  stated  that  there  is  some  difficulty  in  getting  the  attendance 
of  ex'ojficio  guardians  of  late  years  ? — I  think  that  is  very  likely,  if  I  address 
that  to  myself,  for  I  have  not  attended  regularly. 

6640.  It  has  been  stated  to  be  felt  m  the  coimtry,  that  their  attendance  is  not 
v(  hat  it  used  to  be? — I  should  i»t  be  surprised  if  that  were  the  case ;  it  is  like  ail 
things  in  human  life. 

6641.  But  if  the  rate  that  they  bad  to  manage  was  a  union  rate,  do  you  not 
think  the  proprietors  would  look  very  sharp  after  the  mode  in  which  the  Board 
managed  the  poor  of  the  union  ? — I  think  that  they  are  very  much  more  likely  to 
look  sharp  after  their  own  parish,  when  it  is  distributed  over  a  large  surface;  I 
am  afraid  you  would  have  much  less  care  and  attention  to  their  duties. 

6642.  Would  not  all  the  proprietors  in  the  union  feel  that  the  mode  in  which 
the  poor  of  the  union  was  managed  was  for  the  common  interest,  and  that  they 
would  take  care  that  persoas  properly  qualified  should  be  elected  to  the  Board,  who 
would  give  time  and  attention  to  the  subject,  which  they  possibly  do  not  now  ? — 
The  more  the  merrier,  they  say ;  the  fewer  the  better  cheer  ;  I  think  that  would 
apply  to  the  guardians  of  the  union  ;  they  would  consider,  as  there  were  so  many 
of  them,  that  ti)ey  had  better  take  their  good  cheer  at  home,  instead  of  taking  it  at 
the  Board. 

6643.  Colonel  SmythJ]  With  regard  to  the  question  as  to  whether  a  man 
should  be  irremovable  after  a  residence  of  five  years  or  three  years,  would  it  not 
be  more  desirable  that  that  nian  should  be  supported  out  of  the  rating  averages  of 
each  parish,  than  by  a  mte  levied  throughout  the  union  ;  do  you  not  consider  each 
parish,  paying  its  average  towards  the  common  fund,  is  the  best  mode,  or  do  you 
prefer  a  union  rating  upon  the  whole  property  of  the  union  ? — I  should  think  that 
the  fairest  way,  if  you  are  going  to  rate  people  to  pay  a  tax  of  any  kind,  is  to  take 
it  according  to  their  means,  and  not  accoitiing  to  the  number  of  the  poor. 

6644.  Mr.  Knight.]  At  present  if  a  parish  has  one-third  of  the  settled  poor,  it 
pays  one-third  of  the  union  rate  ? — ^Ju^t  so. 

6645.  I  presuu>e  if  it  is  supposed  to  have  one-third  of  the  irremovable  poor, 
tliat  it  will  have  one-third  of  the  other  poor  also? — Yes;  it  is  on  the  system  of 
punishing  for  having  so  many  poor,  and  being  so  pauperised.  Your  question, 
instead  of  going  to  punishing  for  having  so  many  poor,  is  as  to  whether  it  would 
not  be  better  to  rate  for  the  poor  according  to  the  property  as  a  subscription  to- 
wards the  union  itsdf.  I  confess  myself,  as  a  general  principle,  that  it  is  much 
feirer  to  rate  you  according  to  your  property  than  punish  you  for  the  number  of 
your  poor.     You  may  be  very  unfairly  punished. 

6646.  Mr.  Dodson.']  I  understood  you  to  say  that  a  union  rating  would  operate 
unjustly  to  a  well-managed  parish,  in  which  the  population  is  employed,  as  com- 
pared with  another  parish  which  was  not  so  well  managed  ? — Yes. 

£647.  Is  there  not  the  saa>e  injustice  with  regard  to  one  part  and  another  part 
of  the  same  parish  ?-^y  that  I  suppose  you  mean  to  say  that  where  a  parish  is 
divided  into  two  or  three  forma,  that  it  is  very  hard  on  farmer  A.,  who  cultivates 
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luB  land  ivelly  that  be  sboiil;d  be  oblitz^  to  ptxy  poor-rales  wfaicb  w^re  cawed        Kightlinn.   - 
very  much  by  farmers  B.  and  C,  who  themselves  cultivated  their  lands  iH.  tAxl^Wardwcke. 

6648.  Yes,  that  is  my  <}uestkai  ? — I  think  that  exeesiively  unjust ;  you  only         , 

extend  the  injostiee  by  adopting  a  anton  rating*  "  ^  July  1860. 

6649.  Therefore  it  would  be  in  your  view  a  question  of  degree? — Exactly. 

6650.  Chairman.]  lUbat  would  apply  to  every  different  character  of  property  ; 
some  might  be  all  meadou-  land,  and  some  might  be  arable  ? — Yes. 

66oi.  Mr.  IJodson,]  What  is  your  Lordship's  view  of  a  wdl-reo^ulated  parish  r — 
Aly  nation  of  the  good  management  of  aa  agricultural  parish  is  that  parish  which, 
according  to  the  natore  of  its  soil,  will  raise  the  largest  amount  of  food  ;  that  I 
call  a  well-masaged  parish,  because  where  that  is  dene,  you  may  depend  upon  it 
that  the  proprietors  and  occupiers  (ue  employii>g  the  largest  amount  of  labour. 

6652.  Chairman.]  Have  you  at  all  observed  a  tendency  among  farmers  in  the 
country  to  hire  labcxirers  n-hom  they  eould  retain  as  tlieir  servants  fur  a  year;  it 
has  been  mentioned  in  this  Committfre  that,  from  tho  scarcity  of  labour,  they  were 
beginning  to  build  cottages,  in  order  to  secure  labourers  for  a  year ;  do  you  know 
any  facts  of  that  kind  ? — I  am  not  a  good  judge  of  that,  because  in  the  county  10 
wliich  I  liv.e  the  population  are  generally  resident  in  their  own  houses,  that  is, 
bouses  that  either  the  persons  themsetves  are  renting^  or  bouses  which  are  owned 
by  the  farmer.  I  think  the  farmer  employs  them  directly  from  their  residence  tor 
the  day;  but  uU  servants  in  his  house  are  usually  hired  at  Michaelmas,  and  kept 
for  a  year,  and  I  think  they  are  not  tnken  from  the  parish  abne;  I  thiak  they 
come  where  it  suits  then). 

6653.  You  confirm  the  opinion  that  we  have  had  expressed,  that  there  is  begin- 
ning to  be  a  dearth  of  labour,  even  for  agricultural  purposes  ? — There  is  no  doubt 
about  it  at  all.  The  state  of  the  labouring  population,  I  am  happy  to  say,  is  one 
which  enables  them  to  Come  to  me  and  say,  "  We  will  not  work  for  you  at  such  a 
price;"  and  upon  the  strictest  principleis  of  free  trade  (for  I  own  I  am  essentially 
a  free-trader),  I  never  add  to  my  -wages  till  I  find  they  begin  to  leave  me.  I 
always  take  a  demand  on  their  part  lor  rasing  wages  as  a  test.  I  say,  "  Very 
well ;  when  I  see  that  I  cannot  keep  you,  then  1  must  raise  your  wages,  but  I  shall 
not  till  then." 

6654.  Colonel  Smyth.']  I  suppose  you  have  been  obliged  to  do  that  ? — To 
a  considerable  extent ;  they  are  very  independent  to  what  they  were,  I  am  happy 
to  say. 

6655.  Chavjnan.']  It  is  of  late  years  that  you  have  heard  of  this  great  improve- 
ment in  the  condition  of  the  agricultural  labourer? — It  is  within  the  last 
five  or  six  years  that  this  independence  and  deficiency  of  labour  has  been 
found,  and  1  attribute  it  to  several  causes,  and,  among  others,  the  facility  which 
the  railways  afford  to  the  emigration  of  labourers,  and  the  knowledge  that  he  has 
acquired  by  the  use  of  railways. 

6656.  I  believe  it  is  the  fact  that  the  agricultural  interest  has  seldom  been  so 

frosperous  as  it  has  been  of  late  years? — I  am  very  much  disposed  to  say  so. 
do  not  at  all  flinch  from  that  view  of  the  case,  and  I  have  reason,  in  fact,  to 
know,  in  my  own  county,  in  the  year  1858,  that  the  farmer  was  in  a  condition 
in  which  he  could  pay  every  man  what  he  owed  him,  and  have  a  balance  in  'his 
pocket. 

6657.  It  is  under  these  circumstance  that  the  present  moment  is  favourable  for 
making  any  change  in  the  poor  law,  ur  in  the  liabilities  of  unions  for  the  support 
of  the  poor  ?  —I  do  not  think  that  any  small  change  in  the  poor  lam  adhering 
to  its  present  principles,  and  not  deviating  from  the  principles  whic^  now  govero 
the  management  of  unions,  such  as  from  three  years'  to  five  years'  residence, 
would  be  very  much  felt  or  thought  of  in  the  county  in  which  I  live.  I  think 
the  moment  you  came  to  a  union  rating,  you  would  have  the  country  up. 

6658.  You  think  the  burthen  of  the  poor  will  continue;  that  is  to  say,  that 
we  shall  always  have  a  certain  amount  of  pauperism  ? — You  must  always  have 
a  large  amount  of  pauperism* 

6659.  Y^"  ^^^^^  ^^  ^^^^  ®H^^  ^^^  ^^^  sick? — The  aged,  the  sick,  and  the 
maimed,  occasionally  dry  seasons,  and  occasional  reverses  arising  from  deficient 
seasons,  and  from  an  abundance  of  foreign  grain  thrown  into  the  markets. 
When  there  was  a  bad  season  in  England,  it  would,  undoubtedly,  for  a  time 
depress  the  agricultural  interest  very  much. 

6660.  That  might  affect  the  agriculturists  r — That  must  affect  very  much  the 
agricultural  interest,  no  doubt. 

0.95.  z  z  2  6661.  Mr. 
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if-J*^^i?S  L        6661.  Mr.  Dodsan.']  Has  the  population  of  the  parishes  of  year  anion  fiedled 
BMi^Hardimki.  j^  harvest  time?— No. 

6662.  Do  strangers  come  in  ? — We  have  had  very  great  diflkalty  lately^ 
«o  Jujy  isco.     through  having  had  no  Irish  ;  and  the  consequence  is,  that  our  wages  have  been 

very  high  indeed. 

6663.  You  require  extra  bands  in  harvest  time  ? — We  should  be  very  glad  to 
get  extra  hands  ;  we  cannot  get  them ;  and  tiie  consequence  is,  that  men  are  paid 
very  high,  and  work  very  hani. 

6664.  You  say  you  have  no  Irish  now;  where  do  the  extra  hands  come  fh)m ? 
«— We  have  greaf  difficulty  in  getting  extra  hands  at  all.  The  Irish  that  used  to 
come  to  us  formerly,  of  late  years  have  not  appeared  in  the  county,  and  the  con- 
sequence is,  that  our  harvests  become  more  protracted,  and  it  takes  more  time  to 
get  the  com  in. 

6665.  Have  you  obtained  extra  hands  from  towns? — ^We  have  no  towns  near 
us,  with  the  exception,  perhaps,  of  the  University  of  Cambridge,  and  the  town  of 
Wisbeach,  which  is  in  the  very  corner  of  the  county.  We  have  no  towns  at  all ; 
they  are  all  large  villages. 

0666.  So  that  when  the  Irish  fail,  you  have  nothing  but  the  rural  population? 
— We  are  reduced  to  the  mere  residents  ;  the  Cambridge  labourers  are  a  very 
fine  and  powerful  race  of  men. 

6667.  Mr.  Beecroft.]  Of  course,  they  work  extra  hours  in  consequence  ? — 
Yes,  they  work  very  hard. 

6668.  They  get  large  wages  for  extra  labour  r — Yes. 

6669.  Chairman.']  What  is  the  average  rate  of  wages  you  pay  ? — I  have  never 
known  in  my  life  the  wages  fall  for  ordinary  day-labour  below  9  ^.  a  week;  and  I 
have  known  them  earn  frequently  as  much  as  16  «.  to  18  #  a  week  ;  I  should  tiiink 
the  average  at  the  hay  harvest  was  about  18^.  a  week. 

6670.  So  that  they  have  the  means  of  putting  by  something  if  they  choose  ? — 
I  remember  in  one  or  two  instances  some  years  ago  being  obliged  to  ask  for  police 
assistance  from  London  for  the  purpose  of  discovering,  if  I  could,  circumstances  iti 
the  county  which  it  was  necessary  I  should  endeavour  to  inform  myself  of,  and 
the  officer  who  came  down  (on  more  than  one  occasion)  to  me  from  London 
stated  that  he  had  never  in  any  county  seen  so  much  silver  in  the  pocket:)  of 
the  poor  as  he  had  seen  there. 

6671.  Unfortunately,  they  do  not  pat  it  by,  I  suppose  ? — No. 

6672.  Mr.  Dodson.j  Are  there  no  benefit  societies  ? — There  are  some. 

6673.  The  labouring  classes  do  not  generally  belong  to  them  so  much  as  is 
desirable? — No ;  they  do  not  belong  to  them  in  very  large  numbers.  I  think  tbey 
have  clubs  of  their  own  on  a  small  scale,  where  they  relieve  one  another  in  sick- 
ness. I  think  there  is  a  good  deal  of  that.  Tiiere  are  societies  not  formed  under 
Acts  of  Parliament ;  they  are  clubs  of  their  own. 

6674.  Chairman.']  You  have  not  any  further  suggestions  to  make  as  to  any 
improvement  in  the  present  system  of  the  adminbtration  of  the  poor  law  ? — ^No,  I 
have  not. 

6675.  Do  you  see  any  inconvenience  in  particular  from  guardians  not  having  a 
larger  discretion  with  regard  to  out-door  relief? — I  would  not  give  them  a  larger 
discretion. 

6676.  You  are  of  opinion  that  there  really  is  no  evil  or  inconvenience  arising 
from  the  present  restrictioQS  under  which  they  act  in  certain  cases  ? — No,  I  do 
not  think  there  is. 
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Mr.  Gregory. 

Sir  Edward  Orogan. 


Mr.  Henry  Herbert. 
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Sir  Wimam  Miles. 
Mr.  ViUiers. 


The  Right  Honourable  C.  P.  VILLIERS,  in  the  Chair. 


Frederick  Winn  Knight,  Esquire,  a  Member  of  the  Committee,  Examined. 

6677.  Sir  fVUliam  Miles.']  YOU  have  been  twice  Secretary  to  the  Poor  Law  F.W.Kmghf^Etq., 
"Board,  I  believe  ? — I  have.  ^*  '• 

6678.  Upon  what  occasions? — On  the  two  occasions  when  Lord  Derby  was  in         """-"^ 
power.  «5  July  186a. 

6679.  Uci^6  you  paid  much  attention  to  the  settlement  and  removal  of  the 
poor? — Yes  ;  when  I  came  into  the  Poor  Law  Board  first  I  was  told  that  it  wag 
the  great  question  of  the  office,  on  which  probably  legislation  would  be  required 
at  some  future  period.  I  took  the  greatest  possible  pains  with  it,  and  I  routed  out 
every  hole  and  corner  from  the  beirinning  of  the  subject,  and  tried  to  make  myself 
master  of  it  as  thorou(;hly  as  I  could. 

66 So.  Were  you  in  Parliament  when  the  first  Irremovable  Act  passed  ? 
• — I  was ;  I  recollect  its  being  brought  forward  very  well. 

6681.  Do  you  recollect  the  discussions  which  took  place,  and  the  amendment 
of  the  law  which  was  consequent  upon  it? — Yes,  I  remember  its  being  brought 
forward ;  it  was  proposed  as  an  act  of  justice  to  the  country  parishes  by  Sir 
Robert  Peel,  and  I  think  also  by  Sir  James  Graham.  Great  complaints,  as 
they  stated,  had  been  made  by  country  parishes,  that  while  the  towns  were  increas- 
ing very  much  in  size  and  wealth,  there  was  a  great  agglomeration  of  people  in  the 
towns  who  had  left  the  country  parishes,  and  that  when  those  people  became  old 
and  infirm  they  were  sent  back  to  the  parishes  of  their  settlement     It  was  to 

^remedy  that  evil  and  to  throw  the  burden  of  maintaining  those  people  on  the  towns 
rather  than  on  the  country  parishes  that  this  amendment  of  the  law  was 
proposed. 

6682.  At  that  period,  I  believe,  there  was  great  emigration  from  the  rural 
parishes  to  the  town  parishes,  more  particularly  the  manufacturing  parishes  ? — 
There  was  then,  and  there  has  been  since ;  that  has  been  going  on  quite  as  fast,  or 
almost  faster  since;  the  accumulation  was  to  the  towns  from  the  country  [larishes. 

6683.  Can  you  tell  the  Committee  what  has  been  the  effect,  first  of  all  taking 
the  town  parishes,  of  this  Irremovable  Act  ? — I  have  looked  a  good  deal  into  the 
figures,  and  the  results  I  shall  lay  before  the  Committee.  These  figures  will 
prove  that  the  rate  in  the  pound  paid  by  the  towns  is  generally  much  less  than 
it  was  in  1847,  ^^^  ^^^  y^^^  ^^^^^  ^^^^  ^^^  passed.  We  have  an  excellent 
^return  of  the  rates  paid  by  every  parish  in  England,  for  the  year  ending  Lady« 

day  1847;  that  is  the  year  after  the  Irremovable  Act  passed,  so  that  we  have 
a  starting  point,  and  from  that  starting  noint  I  can  show  the  changes  that  have 
taken  place  during  the  twelve  years  of  the  working  of  this  Act  Irom  1847  ^ 
1859. 

6684.  Have  yon  the  power  of  making  statements  as  regards  two  or  three 
periods,  dating  from  1847  ? — I  have.     If  you  will  allow  me,  I  will  make  a  state- 
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F.W. Kniyht.'Esq^  ment  frooi  some  tables  which  I  have  taken  out  as  rapidly  as  I  can.    The  tablet 
^'^'  will  be  before  the  Conimiitee, 

668.5.  Chairman.]  Are  the  Coinnnittee  to  understand  that  you  are  going  to 

«5  July  i8f)o.  gj^^^.  ji^^^  ^Yie  rates  have  diniinished  in  the  towns  in  proportion  as  the  poor  have 
increased  ? — The  rates  in  the  pound  in  towns  have  diminished  during  the  12  years 
that  this  Act  has  been  in  operation,  between  the  year  ending  Lady-^ay  1847  and 
the  year  ending  Lady-day  1 859. 

6686.  I  think  we  understood  you  to  say  that  the  immigration  into  the  towns 
from  the  country  parishes  has  gone  on  continuously  since  1 847  ? — I  have  no 
doubt  of  it,  to  a  very  large  amount, 

6687.  Sir  William  Miles.}  Before  yon  commence  reading  from  the  docunaent 
which  you  have  in  your  hand,  and  which  is  in  the  possession  of  the  Committee, 
will  you  state  upon  what  data  you  have  founded  those  tables  ? — All  the  calcula- 
tions I  have  made  are  founded  on  the  annual  value  of  real  property  in  each  parish 
or  place  as  assessed  to  the  property  tax  under  Scheokile  A«  It  is  perfectly  useless 
to  make  any  calculations  on  tlie  basis  of  parochial  assessmeoto.  I  find  in  1815, 
that  in  the  only  early  return  we  have  which  is  worth  anything,  everything  was 
calculated  on  the  property  tax  basis.  The  report  of  the  Commission  that  was 
ordered  by  the  House  of  Commons  says,  ''  In  order  that  iBformation  might  be 
obtained  or  the  proportion  which  the  sums  levied  by  the  poor  rates  and  any  other 
rate  or  rates  bear  to  the  actual  rents  and  profits  upon  which  such  rates  are 
imposed  and  levied.'*  Now,  coniparisons  on  the  basis  of  the  parochial  assess* 
ments  are  perfectly  fallacious.  Some  of  the  parishes  are  raited  at  within  five  per 
cent,  of  their  full  value,  others  at  within  30  or  35  per  cent,  less  than  iheir  full 
value,  and  the  property  tax  assessment  is  by  far  tire  most  accurate*  I  do  not 
mean  to  say  that  it  is  quite  accurate  in  some  of  the  very  large  towns  ;  there  may 
be  companies,  such  as  canal  companies  and  railway  companies,  which  inter- 
fere, but  still  it  gives  a  general  idea  of  the  whole,  and,  except  in  some  par* 
ticulai'  cases,  it  will  be  very  accurate.  It  will  give  an  accurate  assessment  of 
everything  that  is  capable  of  assessment  in  a  parish,  and  it  is  the  only  possible 
way  of  arriving  at  anything  like  an  equal  assessment. 

6688.  Do  you  keep  a  check  upon  tlie  observations  you  have  made  by  what  is 
taken  as  the  poor  law  foundation,  namely,  the  parochial  assessment  ?— With  tbe 
exceptions  I  have  named,  the  parochial  assessment  in  gross  ought  to  be  the  same 
as  the  property  tax  assessment. 

6689.  Still  it  is  not,  and  therefore  we  should  check  by  the  parochial  assess^ 
ment  any  observations  that  you  make  as  regards  either  the  increase  or  decvease 
of  pauperism  ? — You  can  check  the  increase  or  decrease  of  real  value  in  every 
parish  by  the  pro|>erty  tax«  It  was  brought  forward  in  1815  by  tl^  House  of 
Commons  Commiitee,  and  it  was  always  taken  as  the  basis  in  all  the  poor-rate 
r^turus  pinled  by  tlie  House  of  CoixMuons  up  to  1 834. 

^690.  Ckairman.]  I  am  quite  sure  that  you  will  see  that  that  is  not  tbe 
subject  of  our  inquiry ;  perhaps  yoti  can  show  how  it  has  any  coAnexion,  In  your 
own  mind,  with  the  matter  we  are  inquiring  in(o  ? — I  believe  this  is,  to  all  intern* 
a  Ad  pur|i;oses,  the  gross  poor4aw  assessment. 

6691.  We  8a*e  not  inquiring  into  parochial  asbessmeat? — No;  but  you  cannot 
arrive  at  rates  in  the  pound  without  getting  some  assessment  on  which  10  calca- 
la-te  them. 

6C)g2.  You  began  by  saying  thai  the  rates  in  towns  have  diminished  ? — Yes. 

6693.  If  we  have  not  any  accurate  information  about  rates,  we  cannot  under* 
stiMftd  your  view  of  tbe  matter  r — I  can  give  you  very  clear  information  about 
r^tes.  I  can  give  the  amounts  paid  by  towns  at  di&reot  periods,  and  I  can  give 
the  real  property  valuations  of  nearly  the  same  periods. 

^1694.  We  are  now  only  ioquiring  into  the  effect  of  the  Irremovable  AlC 
I  think  you  were  going  to  give  us  some  information  with  respect  to  the  towns? 
*— I  am  going  to  show  you,  if  you  will  allow  me,  tlie  effect  of  the  Irremovable 
Act  on  tou«i  and  country  parishes;  1  shall  show  what  effect  it  has  liad,  wba^ 
those  different  places  paid  in  1847,  and  what  they  paid  J  2  vears  afterwards,  is. 

[The  Witness  delivered  iu  thefoU&wing  Table.] 
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Casb  >  brought  forward  bj  Mr.  Lambert,  Poor  Law  Inspector,  and  others,  of  Towns  represented  to  b«  sufiering  lism 

the  Effect  of  the  Irremovable  Act 


Annua]  Value  of  Beal  Property 

MRetcd  to  Propertjr  Tax 

under  Sohedule  (A.) 

A  mount  Paid  for  Relief  of 
Poor.    Averagee  of 

Single 
Year. 

1847. 

Singit 
Year. 

1669. 

Rate  in  tltt£.pMi 

for  Relief  of  Poor,  «ri. 

cnlated  in  PraM^ 

Taxofl815,18«aE, 

andl857-«ll 

3  Year*. 

1813 

to 

1816. 

ft  YCKB. 

1825 

to 

1829. 

5  Yeara. 

1680 

to 

1834. 

181& 

j     Some 
'     1860. 

180L 

— 

1851. 

1813 

to 

1816. 

1847. 

1869L 

£. 

£. 

£. 

£. 

£. 

£. 

£. 

£. 

«.    d. 

«.  a. 

t.  4. 

yottbghain 

28,861 

- 

67,407 

42,886 

168,862 

277,675 

18,601 

11,762 

13,818 

17,652 

18,693 

8     9J 

2  1 

I    4. 

Stoekport  - 

14,880 

- 

30,589 

85,865 

76,786 

149,726 

6,989 

3,608 

4,082 

4,678 

4,933 

3  11 

1  sa-  u 

Liwrpod    - 

77^53 

- 

258,236 

589,140 

1,668.847 

1,860,408 

26,923 

28,319 

36,954 

67,184 

86,268 

-  11 

-id- 11* 

Wiikefidd  .        -        - 

8,131 

- 

22,065 

• 

- 

58,482 

3,773 

5,109 

5.372 

4,265 

3,324 

- 

- 

»  n 

lonih        -        -        - 

4,286 

- 

10,467 

16,497 

34,636 

41,681 

2,191 

2,213 

2.808 

3,318 

3,715 

2    8 

1  11 

I  4 

CaMttvfield         -       - 

4,267 

- 

7,101 

17,488 

15,504 

20,655 

2,077 

1,636 

1,856 

1,580 

J, 783 

2    41 

2  - 

I  «i 

Spalding    .        -        - 

3,296 

- 

8,220 

17,079 

66,868 

72,016 

1,473 

8,802 

4,767 

3,154 

2,758 

1     8 

""1 

-  «j 

SriWwry    -        -        - 

7,196 

- 

8,980 

18,2<V5 

47,911 

61,956 

4,865 

5,618 

5,274 

3,686 

4,174 

4    9i 

I    6i 

1  9 

Derlqr        -        -        - 

11.663 

- 

43,684 

42,747 

125,066 

168,386 

7,429 

5,179 

5,898 

4,246 

5,736 

3    6} 

-    8 

-  « 

York         .        -        - 

16,145 

- 

40,359, 

44,869 

152,554 

577,786 

7,601 

6,890 

10,174 

7,619 

6.686 

3    44 

-llj 

-  «i 

LeioMtor    -       -        - 

16,877 

- 

59,246 

60,839 

106,117 

186,629 

12,691 

12,964 

14,679 

20.224 

18,816 

4     1} 

3  10 

mj 

Leedi         -       -       - 

80,669 

- 

172470 

103,435 

348,873 

688,467 

13,780 

24,689 

88,188 

25328 

24,648 

2    8 

1    ^ 

-  H 

jforwioh    •        •        • 

86,238 

- 

68,196 

70,603 

174^111 

219,655 

18,941 

26,990 

26.870 

26,881 

28.292 

5    4J 

2  11 

»  « 

BMdlllg      -         -         - 

9,770 

— 

22,175 

86,666 

76,316 

98,003 

7.715 

8',044 

8,496 

6,899 

6,708 

4    2i 

1  <i 

1  s' 

6695.  Mr.  Barrow.']  Are  you  prepared  to  show  what  the  rate  in  the  pound  in 
the  different  parishes  had  been  assessed  at  from  1847  ^^  ^859,  or  are  you  only 

going  to  select  those  two  particular  years  r — I  have  the  year  1847,  and  Mr,  Owen 
as  given  me  the  year  1 859,  so  that  I  only  have  the  extremes,  showing  1 2  years' 
working  of  the  Irremovable  Act.* 

6696.  My  object  in  asking  the  question  is  this :  it  is  a  fallacious  mode  of  calcu- 
lation»  because  the  year  1847  was  the  year  tliat  followed  the  panic,  and  a  year  of 
distress,  and  the  year  1859  ^^®  ^  Y^^^  remarkable  for  its  prosperity  and  lo  v  price 
of  provisions,  therefore  we  should  like  to  have  seen  the  rates  for  the  wlioie  of 
that  period,  if  anything  is  to  be  founded  upon  them  ? — I  shall  show  the  rates  in 
the  different  unions  that  are  touched  upon  both  in  the  open  parishes  that  are 
supposed  to  be  injured,  and  in  the  close  parislies  that  are  supposed  to  have  injureii 
them,  so  that  the  effect  will  be  the  same  upon  both. 

6697.  I  understood  the  question  put  to  you,  and  the  answer  you  gave,  to  be 
substantially  this,  that  the  towns  had  been  benefited  by  the  Irremovable  Poor 
Act,  as  you  were  prepared  to  show  by  the  difference  between  the  rates  in  1847 
and  1859? — I  never  stated  that  the  towns  had  been  benefited  by  tiie  Irre- 
movable Poor  Act ;  I  merely  said  that  lower  rates  were  now  paid  by  the  towns 
according  to  their  real  property  valuation  than  were  paid  by  them  at  the  time 
the  Irremovable  Act  was  passed.  I  did  not  attribute  it  to  that  Act;  I  attriDute  it 
very  much  to  the  general  prosperity  in  the  country,  and  the  immense  increase  in 
manufactures  and  urban  prosperity  that  has  taken  place  within  the  last  ft\y 
years.    . 

6698.  Chairman.^  Perhaps  you  will  confine  yourself  strictly  to  the  matter  we 
are  inquiring  into,  which  is  the  effect  of  the  Irremovable  Act? — I  will  do  so; 
I  will  take  Table  No.  2,  if  you  please.  I  shall  there  show  the  account  which 
Mr.  Weale  gave  of  his  inspection  of  Bedfi[>rdshire,  when  he  was  sent  by  Mr. 
CharJes  BuUer  to  inquire  into  the  operation  of  this  particular  Act  in  1848.  Mr. 
Buller  was  not  satisfied  at  all  with  the  evidence  taken  before  the  Comraittre  of 
1847,  ^"d>  ^8  Mr.  Weale  tells  us  in  his  report,  in  a  long  conversation  he  had  with 
him,  *•  he  (Mr.  Buller)  dwelt  particularly  on  the  outcry  raised  of  hardships  in- 
flicted by  a  practice  existing  amongst  what  are  called  the  close  parishes,  of 
pulling  down  cottages,  or  neglecting  tp  provide  a  number  of  them  sufficient 

for 


*  The  amount  paid  for  the  relief  of  the  poor  in  England  and  Wales  wai,  in  1847,  5)^9^17^5  ^*  >  ^^ 
» 559, 55558,689/. 
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I^.W.Knigki^EBq.f  for  the  accommodation  of  the  labourers,  requisite  properly  to  cultivate  those 
M.p.  parishes,  and  of  thus   throwing  on  the  open   parishes  the  burden  of  main- 

~'  ~  taining  their  poor,  and  he  expressed  a  desire  of  obtaining  some  more  clear 
ss  Julj  i860.  ^^^  definite  evidence  on  this  point  than  was  adduced  before  the  Settlement  Com- 
mittee of  the  House  of  Commons  over  which  he  presided.**  Mr.  Duller  proceeded 
to  send  various  inspectors  belonging  to  the  Poor  Law  Board  into  different  parts 
of  England  to  hunt  out  all  those  close  parishes,  and  to  bring  forward  the  real 
circumstances.  I  must  say,  this  accusation  of  injury  done  to  the  town  parishes 
by  close  parishes  had  been  made  before  the  Committee  of  1 847  much  more  strongly 
than  it  has  been  before  this  Committee.  We  have  heard  very  little  of  pulling 
down  houses,  and  I  shall  be  able  to  show  the  result  of  what  we  have  heard.  In 
1847,  ^^is  accusation  was  made  very  strongly ;  no  parishes  were  named,  and  it  was 
in  order  to  find  out  those  parishes  that  Mr.  Buller  sent  those  gentlemen  into 
various  parts  of  the  country.  Mr.  Weale  adopted  by  fisir  the  fairest  plan,  which 
was  that  of  taking  a  whole  county,  and  dividing  it  into  town  parishes,  open  agri* 
cultural  parishes,  and  close  agricultural  parishes  ;  while  most  of  the  other  gentle- 
men who  were  sent  into  the  country  selected  promiscuously  a  certain  number  of 
parishes  which  they  called  close  parishes,  and  a  certain  number  of  parishes  which 
they  called  open  parishes.  But  this  is  distinctly  an  inquiry  into  the  operation  of  this 
particular  Act^  to  which  I  have  added  the  year  1859.  In  Bedfordshire,  Mr.  Weale 
found  1 8  town  parishes,  90  open  agricultural  parishes,  and  25  close  parishes. 
The  18  town  parishes  had  increased  m  inhabited  houses  in  50  years,  from  1801 
to  1851 9  1^0  per  cent. ;  in  population,  149  per  cent.  The  90  open  parishes  had 
increased  in  houses  92  per  cent.,  and  81  per  cent,  in  population;  and  the  25  close 
parishes  had  increased  in  inhabited  houses  49  per  cent.,  and  in  population  37  per 
cent.;  but  in  real  value  the  town  parishes  bad  increased  210  per  cent.,  the  open 
agricultural  parishes  31  per  cent.,  and  the  close  parishes  not  quite  2  per  cent.; 
whereas  in  1815  the  rate  in  the  pound  paid  by  the  18  town  parishes,  calculated 
upon  the  property- tax  assessment  of  1815,  was  4s.  3  J  d.  in  the  pound;  it  had 
been  reduced  to  1  ^.  3  i  d  in  1 847,  being  a  reduction  of  3  5.  o  J  J.  in  the  pound. 
The  90  open  parishes  paid  in  1815,  2^.  10 id.  in  the  pound,  which  had  been 
reduced  to  i  $.  10}  rf.,  leaving  a  reduction  in  the  pound  of  11  J  d.  The  25  close 
parishes  had  paid  in  1815,  1  ^.  1 1  ^.  in  the  pound ;  and  in  1847,  ^  ^«  6  ^^.  in  the 
pound ;  being  a  reduction  of  4 id.    The  gain  of  the  town  parishes  had  been 

3  ^.  0  ^  ^.  in  rating,  the  gain  of  the  open  parishes  1 1  i  d,  and  the  gain  of  the 
close  parishes  4 1  ^.  Now,  those  tables,  and  the  next,  as  to  Huntingdonshire, 
which  Mr.  Weale  also  examined  in  the  same  way,  give  the  power  of  comparing 
the  open  agricultural  parishes  which  are  the  parishes  containing  large  villages,^ 
and  the  close  agricultural  parishes  which  are  the  parishes  with  a  small  population : 
by  throwing  out  the  town  parishes  you  can  see  the  effect  of  the  population  in  in- 
creasing the  value  of  the  open  agricultural  parishes.  I  take  the  acreage  of 
Bedfordshire,  and  I  throw  out  the  acreage  of  the  town  parishes,  and  then,  by 
dividing  the  property-tax  assessment  of  those  parishes  by  their  acreage,  I  find 
that  in  1815  the  value  per  acre  of  the  open  agricultural  parishes  was  1  I.  2s.  8}(/., 
and  it  had  increased  in  1 848  to  i  Z.  9  ^.  1 1  ^  J.,  showing  an  increased  value  in 
the  90  agricultural  parishes  of  7^.  2^^.  per  acre,  and  at  the  same  time  that  there 
had  been  a  reduction  in  the  rate  in  the  pound  paid  by  them  of  1 1  i  ^.  Now,  in 
the  close  agricultural  parishes  the  increased  value  is  very  much  less.  In  1815 
the  value  per  acre  was  1  /.  35.  2  id.;  in  1848  the  value  per  acre  was  1  L  4s.  2  i, 
showing  only  an  increased  value  of  i  5.  0  J  ^.,  while  the  reduction  in  this  poor-rate 
heading  was  4 id.  I  have  taken  the  amount  paid  by  the  town  parishes  and 
the  close  agricultural  parishes  in  1847  ^^^  ^^59*    ^^^  former  paid  in  1815, 

4  s.  3  id.  in  the  pound  on  the  property  tax  assessment ;  in  1 847  they  paid  1  5.  3  i  rf., 
and  in  1859  they  paid  is.  2  id.  The  close  parishes  in  Bedfordshire  paid,  in 
1815,  1  ^.  1 1  c?.  on  the  property  tax  assessment;  in  1847,  i  s.  6  id.,  and  in  1859, 
1  s.  4id.  Both  in  1847  ^^^  ^^59  the  close  parishes  paid  more  on  their  property 
tax  assessment  than  the  town  parishes. 

6699.  Chairman.}  How  do  you  mean  that  they  paid  more? — ^They  paid  a 
higher  rate  in  the  pound. 

[The  Witness  delivered  in  thefollcmng  Tables :] 
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BEDFORDSHIRE. 


Annual  Value 

of 
Real  Property 

Increase 

Paid 

Reduc- 

Inhabited Honses 

Population 

or 

for  Maintenance 

Bate 

tion 

in 

in 

Assessed 

to  the 

Decrease 
of 

'  of  Poor 
io 

inthe£. 

of 

Property  Tax 

Annual 
Value. 

Rent  in 

1801. 

1841. 

1861. 

1801. 

1841.  1  1861. 

1816. 

1848. 

1816. 

1847. 

1816. 

1817. 

the£. 

£. 

£. 

£. 

£. 

£. 

s.    d. 

f  .    d. 

f .    d. 

18  Town  Parishes - 

8,451 

7,068 

8,979  17,996 

36,454  44,835 

1 

61,118 

168,499 

107,381 

10,980 

10,101 

4    8J 

1    3J 

3    H 

90  Open    dittu      - 

V,482 

12,780 

14,273 

39,902 

63,952 

72,070 

242,634 

319,931 

77,397 

34^683 

30,487 

2  lOi 

1  lOf 

-lU 

S5Cloee    ditto      - 

0661  1^7 

i 

1,421 

6,496 

7,630 

7,673 

60,081 

61/)18 

1,018 

4,807 

3,869 

1  11 

1    6i 

-    4f 

Increase  of 
Honses  in  60  yean. 

Increase  of 

Population  in 

60  years. 

Increase  in 
Annual  Value  as  Assessed 

to 

Property  Tax  in  33  years 

(1816-1848). 

18TownPari8bet  - 

160  per  cent 

149  per  cent 

210  per  cent. 

90  Open    ditto     - 

92       „      -       . 

81        „      -       - 

-       -         31        „ 

26  CloM  ditto     - 

40        ,,      -        - 

37        „      .        - 

Not  quite    2        „ 

Population  and  HoDses  have  increased  very  largely  in  all  three  classes  of  parishes. 


1816.  Value  per  acre  (including  buildbigs) 

1848.      Ditto    -    .    -    .    ditto     -       - 

Diftrence  .       -       - 


Increased  Value  per  Acre , 


Open  Agricultural 
Parishes. 


£.s.  d. 
12  8} 
1  9  11} 
7 


-    7    2} 


Close  Parishes. 


£.  $.    d. 

13  1} 

14  2 


-    6} 


In  return  for  an  excess  of  Poor  Rates  of  4  <t  in  the  pound,  or  6d.  per  acre,  paid  by  open  parishes.    It  does  not  appear 
that  Uie  open  parishes  have  any  just  ground  for  complaint 


0.95. 
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No.  3.— MR.  WEALE'S  BEDFORDSHIRE.— Town  Pabishes. 


Annual  Value  of  Real 

Pai4 
the  Poor 

Inhabited  Honsea 

Population 

Property, 
as  assessed  to  the 

Bate 

inthePoand 

in 

in 

Property  Tax 
in 

Pddfor 
Bfaintenanee  of 

1 

in 

'' 

^ 

f 

^ 

^ 

the  Poor. 

1801. 

1841. 

1851. 

1801. 

1841. 

1851. 

1815. 

1848. 

1860. 

1816. 

1847. 

1869. 

Town  PAAStHBt: 

£. 

£. 

£. 

£. 

£. 

£. 

«.   d. 

AmpthUI-        -        - 

237 

355 

383 

1,834 

2,001 

1,961 

4^79 

74B5 

7,906 

866 

585 

419 

^ 

Bedford: 

St  Cnthbert 

82 

145 

159 

351 

591 

663 

853 

2,507 

2,808 

138 

120 

103 

St.  John 

54 

89 

90 

254 

446 

453 

310 

1,112 

1,147 

83 

75 

89 

St.  Paul 

444 

1,252 

MOO 

2,150 

5,895 

4,609 

2,220 

22,888 

28,395 

1,062 

859 

1,096 

St.  Mary      -        -        - 

116 

181 

265 

616 

1,042 

1,670 

4,292 

6,920 

8,400 

317 

136 

153 

St.  Peter       - 

87 

213 

403 

577 

1,204 

2,198 

1,513 

6,557 

8,815 

157 

102 

154 

Biggleswade     -       - 

298 

688 

817 

1,794 

3,807 

4,460 

7,504 

16,530 

14,741 

920 

1,478 

1,558 

4  3)  in  1815 

Compton-        -        -       . 

45 

1     270 

f 

1,526 

1,977 

4,849 

153 

208 

202 

312 

790 

1,390 

1,600^ 

Shefford  -        -        .        - 

90 

I 

868 

2,411 

2,453 

168 

191 

290 

^   1  3i  in  1847 

PottOD       -           -           -           - 

239 

348 

379 

1,103 

1.781 

1,922 

3,696 

8,001 

7,436 

807 

821 

647 

Dunstable 

243 

498 

688 

1,296 

2,582 

3,589 

2,204 

8,465 

13,280 

614 

633 

595 

Lnton      -        -        .        - 

612 

1^11 

2,366 

3,095 

7.748 

12,787 

4,605 

39,134 

41,464 

2,241 

2,546 

3,336 

1  2}  in  1859 

Wobnm  -        -        -        - 

277 

350 

375 

1,563 

1,914 

2,049 

7.320 

8,796 

8,355 

1,357 

514 

668 

Lei^ton  Bnzsard     • 

376 

f 

4,102 

16,274 

18,241 

1,129 

1,109 

1,025 

Stanbridge 

57 

1,261 

2,546 

2,744 

216 

177 

192 

Edgington 

44 

1  1,168 

1^52 

8,172 

6,053 

6,874  S 

1,249 

2,119 

2,654 

235 

158 

193 

Billington 

39 

1.366 

1,621 

2,210 

203 

118 

102 

Heath  and  Reach      - 

111 

1,650 

3,456 

4,009 

312 

271 

333  . 

3^1 

7,068    8^79 

17,995 

36,454 

44,835 

51,118 

158,499 

179,907 

10.980 

10,101 

11,155 

IncreaieofHoaaeB 

Increase  of  Population 

Increase  in  Value  of  Real 
Property 

in  50  Tears 
(1801-1851). 

in  50  Tears 
(1801-'1851). 

assessed  to  the 

Property  Tax  in  45  Tears 

(1815-1860). 

18  Town  Pariahes  - 

160  per  cent. 

149  per  cent. 

252  per  oent. 
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No.  3,— BEDFORDSHIRE.— Close  Parisbxs. 


AnnmdVahieofReal 

InbabitBd  Hovies 
in 

Population 
in 

Property, 

at  asMBed  to  tke 

Property  ISbk 

la 

Paid 

the  Pom* 
in 

Rate 

in  the  Poond 

Paid  for 

" 

~x 

\ 

/ 

» 

r 

N 

the  Poor. 

\WL 

18U. 

185L 

1801. 

184L 

1851. 

1815. 

1848. 

I86«i 

181& 

1847. 

1859. 

Close  Pabubbs: 

£. 

£. 

£. 

£. 

£. 

£. 

#.    d. 

Upper  Grafenhnnt  - 
Lower  ditto      -        -        . 

31 
9 

64 
8 

64 
9 

201 

48 

373 
50 

357 

58 

1J842 
1,435 

ll,870? 

2.163| 

U 
105 

134 
24 

131 
24 

MUlbrook         .        .        - 

67 

93 

91 

327 

462 

500 

2,097 

1340 

2,279 

182 

258 

200 

Biddenham       ... 

57 

61 

71 

252 

345 

373 

1,933 

2.613 

2.752 

208 

160 

141 

Bletsoe    .... 

56 

75 

78 

321 

420 

407 

2,611 

3,273 

4,021 

364 

216 

236 

Bromham         ... 

43 

59 

59 

297 

314 

343 

1,996 

2.796 

2,988 

208 

170 

190 

Cardington       ... 

92 

lU 

110 

509 

607 

574 

3324 

3,736 

4,485 

520 

391 

4^ 

Cople      .... 

41 

104 

114 

403 

551 

532 

2^9 

2,596 

3,232 

200 

337 

332 

BUtow     .... 

96 

112 

121 

475 

562 

581 

(2,416) 

3»166 

4|(A80 

no  re- 
turn. 

314 

379 

Knotting. 

22 

29 

32 

105 

175 

187 

1,661 

1,305 

1,887 

121 

75 

54 

1    11  in  1815 

Melchbonra     -       -        - 

40 

46 

51 

229 

274 

290 

2,932 

3,144 

3J670 

128 

88 

105 

Renhold  .... 

34 

88 

90 

245 

468 

484 

2,141 

2,944 

3,336 

292 

212 

226 

Sonldrop-        -        -        - 

3» 

53 

50 

188 

332 

267 

843 

719 

1,05ft 

163 

138 

58 

4    6^  in  1847 

Willington 

36 

50 

56 

229  j      268 

282 

1,993 

2,067 

2,184 

197 

206 

143 

Cockayne  Hatley      - 

18 

21 

22 

102  i        99 

! 

112 

1,330 

1.047 

U40 

95 

88 

91 

1    4^  in  1859 

Edworth  .... 

16 

24 

20 

90  !      105 

104 

1,084 

1,025 

1.455 

44 

30 

60 

Bjewortn         •        •        • 

13 

26 

26 

86 

128 

141 

1.457 

1.484 

1,385 

82 

53 

64 

• 

Stondon  .        •       -        . 

5 

9 

9 

29 

38 

46 

457 

552 

1.498 

17 

3 

6 

Sutton     .... 

68 

65 

71 

aoi 

415 

449 

2,857 

3^64 

3,390 

sto 

302 

256 

Warden   .... 

63 

111 

111 

455 

630 

627 

4,943 

4,369 

4,759 

624 

461 

462 

Barford,  Lita».        -        - 

18 

35 

29 

80 

190 

113 

1,260  '     1,2^2 

1.251 

68 

12 

42 

Battlesden 

21 

30 

29 

133 

179 

160 

2,420 

1,485 

1,817 

323 

114 

86 

Holcot     .... 

10 

11 

12 

65 

62 

62 

1,527 

1,381 

1,252 

203 

194 

56 

Salford    ...        - 

46 

67 

65 

210  !      325 

t 

309 

1,534 

1,519 

1,547 

289 

157 

215 

TIngrith  .        .       -        • 

23 

33 

aa 

lie      158 

196 

1349  1     1,364 

1,444 

141 

106 

58 

f 

955 

1^7 

1,421 

5,49»     7,530 

7,573 

5<M)31      51,(^ 

59^70 

4,807 

3,859    4/)59 

IncTMMe  of  Horns 

in50Tean 

Incn^aoff^ 

in  50  Ta 

«latkm 
n 

Increase  in  Yalne  of  Real 

Property 

assessed  to  the 

(1801-1851). 

(1801-185 

I). 

Property 'nuK  in  45  Tears 
(1815-1860). 

25  Cloee  Puiahflt  - 

49  per  cent 

37  percent 

>9  per  cent. 

' 

0.95. 


3  A  2 


6700.  Mr. 
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00.  Mr.  Knight.']  I  have  the  same  statement  to  make  with  regard  to  Hunt- 
)nshire.  Mr.  Weale  went  into  Huntingdonshire  a  year  or  two  afterwards,  m 
,  and  performed  exactly  the  same  process.  He  divided  the  county  into 
town  parishes,  open  63  agricultural  parishes,  and  31  close  agricultural 
hes.  The  nine  town  parishes  paid  on  their  property  tax  assessment 
^id.  in  1815,  which  was  reduced  in  1847  ^o  is.  9  </.,  and  in  1859  ^^ 
\ld.  The  63  open  parishes  paid  in  1815^  2  8.,  and  in  1847,  i^*  7^-  The 
ose  parishes  paid  in  1815,  1  ^.  4i  (/.,  in  1847,  is.  2i  d.,  and  in  1859,  ^^ ^* 
increase  of  houses  and  population  in  the  nine  town  parishes  were  87  and  81 
ent ;  in  the  63  open  parishes,  103  and  72  per  cent. ;  and  in  the  31  close 
hes,  62  and  38  per  cent.  The  increase  of  real  property  assessed  to  the 
srty  tax  in  the  town  parishes  in  45  years  was  1 24  per  cent.,  and  in  the  close 
hes  10  per  cent.  In  Huntingdonshire,  the  value  per  acre  of  the  open  agri- 
ral  parishes  in  1 815,  was  i  /.  6  s.  3  i  d.j  and  in  1 850  it  was  1 1.  11  s.  1 1  (f., 
ing  an  increase  per  acre  of  4^.  10  i  d.  per  acre. 

01.  Mr.  Barrow.']  Is  your  calculation  per  acre  founded  upon  the  total  of 
property  tax  r— In  these  particular  parishes. 

02.  Including  buildings  as  well  as  land  ? — Certainly ;  in  the  31  close  parishes 
J  per  acre  in  1815,  including  buildings,  was  1  /.  3^.  2d.;  and  in  1858  the 
5  per  acre,  including  buildings,  was  1/.  3^.  oj  ei.,  showing  a  decrease 
\  d.  per  acre. 

03.  Sir  William  Miles.]  May  I  not  suppose  that  it  is  possible  that  the  in- 
e  in  the  open  parishes  has  occurred  from  cottages  being  built,  and  the 
jase  in  the  close  parishes  from  cottages  being  pulled  down  ? — I  have  here  an 
ant  of  every  parish,  and  the  number  of  cottages  in  every  parish,  for  1801, 
,  and  1851I 

04.  Can  you  give  it  in  the  aggregate  ?— Jn  the  25  close  parishes  in  Bedford- 
,in  1801,  there  were  955  ;  in  1841, 1,347;  and  in  1851, 1,421 :  there  had  been 
crease  of  49  per  cent,  in  the  houses. 

05.  Can  you  give  the  increase  in  the  open  parishes  ? — ^Yes ;  the  increase  in 
o  open  parishes  of  Bedfordshire  had  been  from  7,482  ;  in  i8oi,  to  12,780;  in 

;  and  14,273  in  1851 ;  there  had  been  an  increase  in  the  18  town  parishes  of 
3ited  houses  of  160  per  cent.,  in  the  open  parishes  92  per  cent.,  and  in  the 

parishes  49  per  cent.  In  Huntingdonshire  the  increase  of  inhabij:ed  houses 
e  63  open  parishes  was  103  per  cent,;  the  increase  of  inhabited  houses  in 
[1  close  parishes  was  62  per  cent. 

06.  With  regard  to  the  Irremovable  Act,  can  you  show  how  they  have  been 
led,  restricting  your  observations  to  Bedfordshire  and  Huntingdonshire,  by  the 
lovable  Act  ? — I  have  a  statement  of  the  rates  paid  by  the  town  parishes  in 
'  and  in  1 859,  and  also  by  the  close  parishes  in  1 847  and  1 859. 

07.  These  are  the  total  rates,  not  dividing  the  settled  from  the  irremovable 
? — Certainly  not.  When  you  have  to  consider  whether  a  parish  is  oppressed 
)or  rates,  you  do  not  ask  where  it  comes  from ;  you  ask  whether  the  rates 
B  parish  increase  or  decrease ;  you  cannot  enter  into  those  details. 

08.  Still  our  inquiry  is  upon  the  irremovable  poor,  and  the  way  in  which 
in  parishes  are  affected  by  the  Irremovable  Poor  Act  as  to  chargeability  ? — 
iinly  it  is ;  and  the  answer  is,  if  a  parish  pays  less  than  it  did  when  this  Act 
tienced,  it  has  not  been  injuriously  affected ;  but  if  it  pays  more,  it  has 
so. 

09.  You  are  a  member  of  this  Committee,  and  have  heard  a  great  number  of 
ions  and  answers,  and  with  regard  to  a  great  number  of  towns  it  has  been 
n  that  though  the  charge  for  the  settled  poor  has  greatly  decreased,  the  charge 
le  irremovable  poor  has  greatly  increased? — The  charge  for  the  irremovable 
must  increase  naturally,  because  there  is  an  immense  chancre  of  population 
one  place  to  another,  and  very  soon  the  largest  portion  of  the  poor  will  be 
ovable  poor.  You  have  one-third  already  irremovable  in  the  very  few  years 
have  already  passed  since  we  had  this  law ;  there  is  no  doubt  that  the  irre- 
ble  poor  will  be  in  a  very  short  time  the  rule,  and  the  settled  poor  will  be 
ixceplion ;  the  one  is  an  immensely  increasing  and  the  other  a  decreasing 
)rtion. 

10.  You  cannot,  as  I  understand  from  the  statements  you  have  made  relative 
lose  two  counties  of  Huntingdon  and  Bedford,  give  the  Committee  any  . 
it  into  the  charges  for  the  irremovable  poor;  can  you  now  point  out  that 
:ular  evidence  which  I  wish  to  extract  from  you,  namely,  how  the  parishes 

have 
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have  been  benefited  or  detrimented  by  the  Irremovable  Poor  Act  ? — Yes ;  in  1 847  F.  W.  Knight,  Esq. 
the  town  parishes  in  Huntingdonshire  paid  for  the  j)Oor  generally,  including  the  ^'•p- 

irremovable  poor  and  other  poor,  7,662  Z. ;  in  1 859  they  paid  6,534  /.,  being  a       

decrease;    the  amount  paid   by  the  close  parishes  also  decreased;    they  paid      25JWK  18G0. 
3,56a  /.  in  1847,  and  in  1859  ^^®y  P^^^  3f007Z. 

6711.  That  is  giving  the  whole  charge  upon  the  poor  rates,  not  divided  into 
irremovable  and  settled  poor  ? — Yes ;  in  the  close  parishes  in  Bedfordshire  there 
was  an  increase.  The  towfi  parishes  paid,  in  1847,  10,101  Z. ;  in  1859,  ^*>>55  '• 
There  was  also  an  increase  in  the  amount  paid  for  the  relief  of  the  poor  in  the 
25  close  parishes.  In  1847^  the  25  close  parishes  paid  3,859  /.,  and  in  1859  ^^^y 
paid  4i059  '• 


[The  JVitness  delivered  in  the  following  Tables:'] 


HUNTINGDONSHIRE. 


f 

Inhabited  Houses 
in 

Population 
in 

Annual  Value 

of 

Real  Property 

as  Assessed 

to  the 

Property  Tax  in 

Increase 

or 
Decrease 

of 

Expended 

for 

Relief  of  Poor. 

Rate  in  the 
Pound. 

Reduc- 
tion 

Annual 
Value. 

inthe£. 

1801. 

1841. 

1851. 

1801. 

1841. 

1851. 

1815. 

1850. 

1815. 

1847. 

1815. 

1847. 

9  Town  Ptiifhes  - 
63  Open    ditto      - 
31  Close    ditto      - 

2,104 

4,035 

702 

3,666 
7,256 
1,038 

3,939 
8,207 
1,139 

10,619 

22,764 

4,185 

17,610 

35^520 

5,419 

19,246 
39,149 

5,788 

63,746 

197,407 

59,035 

£. 
87,710 

233,802 

58,710 

£. 
23,964 

36,395 

325 
Decrease. 

£. 
7,606 

19,844 

4,020 

£. 
7,662 

18^2 

3,562 

2    4J 
2    - 

1     4i 

s.    d, 
1     9 

1     7 

1     25 

#.     d. 

-  71 

-  5 

-  li 

Increase  of 
Houses  in  50  Years. 

Increase  of 

Population  in 

50  Years. 

Increase  or 

Decrease  of  Annual  Value 

of  Real  Property 

in  35  Years. 

9  Town  Pariihes  - 
63  Open    ditto      - 
31  Close    ditto      - 

87  per  cent 
103     „       -       - 
62     „        -       - 

81  per  cent. 

72        „       -        - 

38        „       -        - 

Increase  38  per  cent 
Decrease     \     „ 

Population  and  Houses  hare  increased  largely  in  all  classes  of  Parishes.    In  the  Open  and  Close  Parishes  the  Houses  have  increased 

in  a  much  greater  Ratio  than  the  Population.  , 


Parishes. 

Decrease  - 

Close  I'arishes. 

1815.  Value  per  acre  (indudhig  buildings) 

1850.  Value  per  acre  (indudhig  buQdings) 

£.    i.    d. 
1    6    di 
1  11    If 

£.    *.    d. 
1     3    2 
1     3    -i 

Increase  per  acre    -       -       •        -       - 

-  4  lOJ 

-  -    9i 

-  -  u 

Deduct  excess  of  poor  rates  per  acre    -       -        -       - 

Net  Increase  per  acre  in  open  parishes          ... 

-    4    IJ 

0.95. 
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MINUTES  OF  EVIDENCE  TAKEN  BEFORE  THE 


No.  4.~M]i.  WEALE'S  HUNTINGDONSmKE. 


AmualVafaieorBflal 

ItimiA 

Rste 

is  the  Pood 

fMht 

Inhabited  HooMs 

Population 
in 

as  assessed  to  the 

Property  Tas 

in 

raid 

farMaJmtffiiinflaol 

the  Poor 

in 

1 

IJMllfrwillllW     f 

1801. 

1841. 

1851. 

1801. 

1841. 

1851. 

1815. 

1848. 

I860. 

1815. 

1847. 

1859. 

(!»»». 

£. 

£. 

£. 

£. 

£. 

£. 

t.    i. 

Town  Pa.ri8Hsb: 

Godmanchetter 

337 

472 

519 

1.573 

2,152 

2^7 

11,971 

U,752 

13,662 

1,250 

1310 

1,193 

HoBtUigdMi 

%  4fia48U. 

St.  Mary-       -        -        - 

125 

224 

230 

614 

M68 

1,208 

\ 

r  5,920 

6,199 

544 

459 

362 

AliSdBte      .        .        - 

46 

83 

86 

370 

568 

530 

U,751 

1  2449 

2364 

312 

248 

81 

StJohn^f     -        -        . 

110 

198 

237 

552 

1/A7 

1,280 

4,952 

5,381 

378 

294 

328 

1  9  mmr. 

St  Benedict  - 

69 

172 

172 

499 

814 

864 

/ 

V  2,278 

2,221 

301 

245 

194 

Ramaej  .... 

341 

784 

953 

1,894 

3,680 

4,645 

17,118 

23,562 

32,633 

1.467 

1,447 

1,636 

St.  Ives   -        -       .        . 

464 

691 

740 

2,099 

3,514 

3,572 

'  10,676 

16^07 

17371 

939 

1,665 

1,179 

Kimbolton       .        .        « 

250 

347 

365 

1,266 

1,634 

1,653 

6,63? 

7,280 

9,140 

829 

657 

903 

1  Hkmi 

St,  Neot's 

362 

595 

637 

U52 

3»123 

3»157 

10,593 

13.410 

14,296 

1385 

1,437 

658 

J 

2404 

3^66 

3,939 

10.619 

17,610 

19,246 

63.746 

87,710 

103,367 

7,605 

7362 

6,534 

Close  Parishxi  : 

Barham    -        .        .        . 

17 

19 

24 

96 

107 

108 

798 

656 

703 

36 

19 

9 

Backworth       ... 

16 

33 

34 

130 

160 

191 

2,475 

2,399 

2,783 

151 

119 

75 

Connington      .        .        - 

12 

37 

54 

154 

224 

312 

3,461 

4,912 

4,740 

212 

110 

117 

Coppiogford     -        .        . 

8 

10 

14 

53 

45 

65 

805 

795 

805 

23 

11 

3  i 

Hamm^fbrd     •        .        . 

ts 

29 

33 

129 

160 

179 

2,955 

2,486 

3,276 

182 

102 

131  1 

Raveley,  Great- 

22 

58 

65 

108 

312 

326 

1,751 

1,952 

2.436 

269 

213 

282  1 

,.       Little-        -        . 

9 

11 

12 

83 

55 

61 

927 

860 

847 

70 

80 

61 

Repton  Abbotts 

40 

63 

68 

327 

344 

377 

4,560 

3.617 

4,680 

385 

264 

242 

Sawtry  St  Judith      -        - 

38 

51 

55 

186 

264 

280 

2,603 

2,462 

3477 

272 

271 

234 

Upton      .... 
Wood  Walton   - 

19 

29 

32 

137 

178 

169 

982 

964 

1.258 

150 

147 

90 

37 

52 

69 

198 

273 

380 

3,353 

3,109 

3,485 

159 

151 

172 

1  4iial81d. 

WooUey  .... 

7 

13 

15 

60 

79 

90 

1     1.257 

1,001 

983 

13 

26 

SO 

Caldeoott. 

8 

13 

14 

39 

62 

52 

823 

l,flW 

1404 

26 

50 

49 

Chesterton         ... 

15 

12 

20 

112 

129 

114 

2,331 

1,962 

2,447 

56 

29 

38 

Denton     .... 

15 

19 

20 

66 

97 

82 

568 

964 

939 

48 

62 

60 

Glatton    .... 

71 

63 

63 

323 

307 

286 

2385 

2,798 

2,879 

259 

113 

119 

1  fiffli^r 

Haddon    -        .        -        - 

10 

29 

27 

77 

121 

126 

1,818 

1,328 

1324 

53 

134 

92 

Morboome       ... 

14 

21 

22 

77 

93 

122 

1,111 

1,210 

1,500 

67 

34 

84 

Qrton  LongfiUe 

S8 

51 

^3 

197 

264 

224 

4,038 

3,788 

3,576 

186 

241 

98 

Washingley       -        -       - 

16 

21 

21 

95 

133 

88 

1,409 

1,310 

1,423 

77 

190 

150 

Water  Newton  -        -        . 

21 

23 

28 

108 

97 

133 

1,888 

1,968 

1,831 

36 

40 

40 

-11  inlSW. 

Hnrst,  Old 

17 

38 

38 

118 

182 

166 

1,205 

1.334 

1,330 

165 

98 

93 

Wilton     -        -        .       . 

ao 

55 

58 

213 

257 

267 

2342 

2,091 

2,282 

148 

221 

124 

Diddington       -        .        - 

28 

36 

38 

156 

212 

216 

1,886 

1,954 

2,129 

90 

88 

44 

Midloc     .... 

6 

1 

8 

30 

53 

49 

826 

735 

799 

104 

33 

9 

Pazton,  Little  . 

44 

45 

44 

225 

214 

224 

1,980 

2,633 

2.982 

148 

102 

87 

South  Hoe       ... 

38, 

»5 

59 

234 

297 

307 

2,049 

2,627 

2,606 

136 

174 

118 

Tetworth- 

25 

40 

m 

143 

235 

221 

1,904 

1,254 

2,121 

227 

208 

146 

Toseland  .... 

17 

36 

44 

99 

204 

230 

1,221 

1,275 

1,585 

74 

75 

69 

Waresley-        ... 

36 

49 

55 

195 

226 

295 

2,045 

2,472 

2,555 

180 

151 

95 

Giddings,  Tittle 

5 

10 

12 

47 

45 

41 

879 

703 

744 

17 

6 

46 

702 

1,038 

1,139 

4,185 ' 

3,419 

5,788 

59,035 

58,710 

4U8d 

4.i28 

3,562 

3^007 

^mmpm^*^ 

_ 

Incre 

aseofBov 

ItM 

Incre 

aseof  Pop 

ulation 

Increase  m  Value 
Pipoperty 

Of  Real 

ii 

1  50  years 

in50Teax 

B 

aessMedtotl 
Property  Tar  in  4 

he 

5  Tears 

(I 

301-1851) 

( 

1801-1861 

). 

(1815-1860] 

. 

9  Town  Parishes      . 

89 

^  per  cent 

i 

M  perceni 

. 

124  per  cent. 

31Closeditto  -        -        - 

62 

2 

^8       „ 

10       „ 

_ 

6712.  Iwisb 
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6712.  I  wish  you  now  to  direct  your  attention  entirely  to  the  Irremovable  Act;  F.  W.  Kuight^Esq., 
will  you  state  your  opinion  of  the  Irremovable  Poor  Act;  has  it  delrimented  ^.p. 
certain  parishes  to  the  benefit  of  others,  or  is  the  Act  such  as  you  wish  continued            ~     ~ 

in  its  present  shape  ?— Its  object  certainly  was  to  relieve  the  country  parishes  of      ^^    ^  ^ ^^* 
a  burden. 

6713.  Has  it  effected  that  object?— I  think  that  question  will  be  perfectly 
answered  if  you  look  at  this  table ;  you  will  find  there  the  sums  paid  for  the  relief 
of  the  poor  in  open  and  close  parishes,  giving  12  years'  experience  of  the  working 
of  the  Irremovable  Act. 

[The  following  Table  was  deHoered  in:] 

Table  showing  Sums  Paid  for  the  Relief  of  the  Poor  in  Open  and  Close  Parishes  in  1847  and 
1869,  giving  12  Years'  Exprnence  of  the  working  of  the  Irremovable  Act 


X 

Open  Pariabet  Paid  in 

191  Oon  Pariabet. 

Clote  Pariabea  Paid  in 

184  Open  Parithet. 

r 

1847. 

\ 
1859. 

1847. 

1859. 

£. 

£. 

£. 

£. 

I»Retdiiig       -        -        .        - 

5,699 

5,659 

7  Pariabet  near  Reading     - 

3,376 

3,447 

In  BasfSord  Union      ... 

9,703 

10^19 

In  Baaford  Union 

1,378 

1,374 

In  Soathwdl  UniMi .    '    -        - 

2,986 

3,771 

In  SoatbweU  Union  - 

1,356 

1,410 

In  Newark  Union     .        -        • 

3,817 

8,991 

In  Newark  Union      .        -        - 

532 

581 

10,101 

11,155 

Bedlbrdtbire^  Ckte  PariAet        - 

3,859 

4,059 

Hantingdomhlre  ditto 

7,668 

6,634 

Runtingdontbire  ditto 

3,562 

— 

anniois  sna  ^vrwaxm.   •         •         • 

• 
14,123 

10,421 

Soflfolk  and  Norfolk  .        -        - 

2,623 

2,626 

I>Mds 

25,628 

24,643 

5CloiePirU»tiiet^L6edt 

1,038 

1,220 

Rykop*  

86 

69 

Buckioghamiliire,  Berksbire  end) 
Ozfbrdihirc          -        .        -[ 

43,163 

37,759 

Cheret 

18 

46 

Oxfordabire          -        -        -j 
6  Clote  Pariabet  near  Lontb      • 

5,582 

4,493 

£, 

127^74 

114,453 

S;119 
351 

2,186 

348 

2  aotePaiiabat,  near  Roytton  • 

96 

145 

4  Ckne  Pariabet  near  Lincob    - 

427 

369 

5  GloMPariabeanearCbeeterfield 

986 

1,446 

21.  Torksbire  (Hawky)  -       . 

737 

796 

£. 

28,136 

27,022 

DeeraaM,  10  per  cent  |      DwrcoMy  1|  per  ( 

Tbe  particiUarB  of  all  theie  pariibes  win  be  found  in  tbe  Appendix. 

6714.  Chairman.]  Is  that  from  Mr.  Weale's  report  of  12  years  ago? — No. 
The  amounts  paid  in  1847,  are  taken  from  Mr.  Charles  Buller's  return,  made 
purposely  to  ascertain  the  working  of  tbig  Act  in  tbe  various  parishes;  the 
parishes  I  giTe  are  most  of  them  named  by  Mr.  Buller's  Commissioners ;  tbe 
others  are  those  which  have  been  named  by  witnesses  before  this  Committee. 
I  have  191  of  them. 

6715.  Are  these  close  parishes  which  yon  have  picked  out  to  make  a  com- 
parison with  some  others;  you  do  not  mean  to  state  that  those  191  are  the  whole 
of  the  close  parishes  in  this  country  ?— Almost  every  one  of  which  I  could  get 
any  returns. 

0.95.  3  A  4  6716.  This 
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25  July  1S60. 


6716.  This  is  a  selection  made  by  yourself,  I  think  I  understood  you  to  say, of 
191  close  parishes  ? — I  must  say  it  is  a  selection  made  by  the  gentlemeQ  sent 
round  by  Mr.  Buller  to  examine  into  the  subject,  and  mentioned  by  them  as  close 
and  open  parishes. 

6717.  Did  all  the  other  Commissioners  make  the  same  classification  tliat  you 
state  Mr.  Weale  did  ? — They  made  a  classification  in  their  reports  of  what 
are  close  parishes,  and  what  are  open  parishes  :  they  did  not  classify  whole 
counties,  with  the  exception  of  Mr.  Hawley,  in  Northumberland. 

6718.  Did  they  classify  the  whole  of  the  close  parishes? — ^They named  them 
as  close  parishes. 

6719.  We  get  from  the  Commissioners  employed  at  that  time  the  number  of 
close  parishes  in  the  different  counties  they  went  to  ? — There  are,  also,  five  close 
parishes  near  Louth,  several  near  Royston,  and  several  near  Lincoln ;  I  think 
2\  in  Yorkshire,  which  were  reported  upon  by  Mr.  Hawley,  and  which  make  191 
close  parishes  which  paid,  in  1 847,  28,135  /.  for  the  support  of  the  poor ;  and  in 
1859  ^^^y  P^*^  27,622/.,  being  a  decrease  of  one  and  three-quarters  percent; 
whereas,  184  open  parishes  paid,  in  1847,  127,074/.;  and  in  1859,  114,453/., 
being  a  decrease  of  10  per  cent. 

^The  following  Tables  were  delivered  in ;] 

Case  made  by  Mr.  FUnty  Relieving  Officer  of  the  Louth  District  of  Louth  Union. 

^8246.^  Mr.  Flint  accuses  these  parishes  with  injuring  Louth  b^  employing  some  labourers  who  dwell  there. 
(8308.)  He  accounts  for  the  increase  of  cottages  in  these  parishes  by  stating  that  new  farmsteads  have  been  boilt  to 
keep  pace  with  the  improvements  in  agriculture,  with  six  or  eight  cottages  to  each  fiumstead. 

Five  Close  Parishes  near  Zoutlu 


Inhabited  Houses. 

Value  of  Real  Property 

Assessed  to 

ihe  Property  Tax, 

under  Schedule  (A.) 

• 

Paid  for  UieRdief  of  the  Poor. 

5  Close  Parishes. 

1813 

to 
1815. 

1824 

to 
1829. 

1630 

to 

1834. 

1847. 

1801. 

1841. 

1851. 

1801. 

1841. 

1851. 

1815. 

1843. 

m. 

TatteweU        ... 
Witbcall         -        -        - 
North  Elkington     - 
Soath  Elkington     - 
HaUington     -        •        - 

34 

6 

10 

25 

7 

56 
10 
20 
52 
13 

67 
16 
20 
56 
12 

268 
66 
51 

158 
55 

365 
90 
91 

273 

78 

429 
117 
104 
281 
80 

£. 

1,845 
1,092 

967 
2,869 

795 

£. 

3,953 
1,837 
1,226 
4,234 
1,399 

£. 

393 

140 

40 

191 

79 

£. 

294 
70 
40 

161 
92 

£• 

361 
54 

66 

166 

86 

£. 

9S 
24 
56 
ISO 
58 

L 

l» 
i 

Si 

67 

82     1  161 

171 

698 

897 

1,011 

7,568 

12,649 

843 

667 

735 

351 

»S 

There  has  been  a  far  greater  increase  in  houses  and  population  than  is  usual  in  small  agricultural  parisheB. 
The  amount  paid  for  the  relief  of  the  poor  remains  just  what  it  was  12  years  ago. 


Cbevet,  near  Wakefield. 

(1888.)  Mr.  Famall  accuses  an  agricultural  parish  in  Wakefield  Union,  called  Chevet,  with  having  no  poorbifb^ 

averages  could  he  struck. 


Inhabited  Housea. 

Population. 

3  Tears, 
1813 

to 
1815. 

5  Tears, 
1825 

to 
1829. 

6Tean, 
1880 

to 
1834. 

1847. 

1801. 

1841. 

1851. 

1801. 

1811. 

1821. 

1831. 

1841. 

J851. 

Choret       .       .        - 

10 

9 

9 

75 

35 

27 

38 

52 

63 

48 

£. 

63 

£. 

37 

18 

Is* 


Chevet  decreased  107  /.  in  annual  value,  between  1815  and  1848« 

Its  poor's  rates  have  increased  largely  during  the  last  12  years,  and  Wakefield  has  no  reason  to  be  jealous  of  i^^ 
extreme  prosperity. 
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Case  made  by  Mr,  Wright^  Relieving  Officer  of  one  of  ihe  Districts  of  Roj/ston  Union, 

(3013-15.)  Mr.  Wright  allows  that  Royston  has  no  increased  charge  in  consequence  of  the  irremovable  poor.  Rates 
decrease  rather  than  increase. 

(3142.)  He  accuses  two  close  parbhes  with  having  no  cottages  in  them:  (8060  and  8138)  he  says,  this  is  "because 
the  parish  does  not  want  to  have  any  poor,  and  make  a  little  arrangement  to  prevent  it"  It  is  said  (3146)  that  this 
enables  them  to  pay  more  rent  to  the  landlord. 


Inhabited  Houses. 

Population 

Value  of  Real  Property 

Assesssedto 

the  Property  Tax, 

under  Schedule  (A.) 

Paid  for  the  ReHef  of  the  Poor. 

2  Close  Parishes. 

1813 

to 
1815. 

1824 

to 

1829. 

1830 

to 
1834. 

1847. 

1801. 

1841. 

1851. 

1801. 

1841. 

1851. 

1815. 

1843. 

1859. 

Bjgrave 

Little  ChishtU        .        • 

8 
10 

25 
19 

41 
23 

52 
71 

154 
96 

22) 
105 

£. 

2,069 

919 

2,208 
1,255 

£. 

101 
117 

£. 
71 

108 

£. 

70 

83 

£. 
75 

21 

£. 
113 

32 

18 

44 

64 

123 

250 

326 

2,988 

3,463 

218 

179     1       153 

96 

145 

The  '^  little  arrangement "  appears  to  have  &iled ;  in  50  years  the  houses  have  increased  in  two  close  parishes  255  per 
cent.  The  population,  165  per  cent. ;  and  in  1859,  after  12  years'  experience  of  the  Irremovable  Act,  then  paid  51  per 
cent  more  tbr  the  relief  of  tne  poor  than  in  1847. 


Case  made  by  Mr*  Holmes,  Relieving  Officer  of  one  of  the  Districts  o£  Lincoln  Union. 
Agricultural  Parishes  near  Lincoln,  where  Poor  Persons  residing  in  Lincoln  sometimes  work. 


Inhabited  Houses. 

Population. 

Paid  for  the  Relief  of  the  Poor. 

4  Close  Parishes. 

1801. 

1841. 

1851. 

1801. 

1841. 

1851. 

1813 

to 
1815. 

1825 

to 
1829. 

1830 
to 

1847. 

1859. 

Cherry  Willingham       - 

16 

19 

29 

77 

Ill 

148 

£. 
38 

£. 

47 

£.            £. 

76             38 

£. 
107 

Beepham 

32 

63 

76 

183 

341 

368 

129 

96 

91 

104 

118 

PiaherUm 

57 

86 

97 

270 

410 

463 

82 

102 

98 

236 

109 

GxMftweD 

4 

5 

4 

31 

42 

37 

36 

53 

71 

49 

35 

109 

173 

206 

561 

904 

1,016 

285 

298 

336 

427 

369 

Case  made  by  Mr.  Hedley,  Assistant  Overseer  at  Sunderland. 

(2747.)  Mr.  Hedley  accuses  a  small  agricultural  parish,  called  Ryhope,  of  inequality  in  rating, 
1.  e.,  of  paying  less  than  Sunderland.  (2787-2807.)  The  poor's  rate  in  Sunderland  has  materially 
decreased  lately,  and  it  pays  (2810.)  less  than  the  average  of  England.  (2818.)  He  is  in  favour  of 
union  rating,  but  opposed  to  county  rating,  because  his  union  pays  less  than  the  average  of  the 
county.  (2813.)  His  complaint  is  theoretical  and  not  practical,  and  is  grounded  on  no  har&hip,  but 
on  simple  inequality. 

Agricultural  Parish  near  Sunderland. 


1  Close  Parish. 

Inhabited  Houses. 

Population. 

3  Years, 

1818 

to 

1815. 

5  Years, 
1825 

to 
1829. 

5  Years, 
1830 
to 
•  1834. 

1847. 

1859. 

1801. 

1841. 

1851. 

1801. 

1841. 

1851. 

Ryhope      .        .        . 

55 

78 

86 

254 

423 

475 

- 

- 

- 

£.      , 

86 

£. 
69 

There  has  been  a  very  large  increase  of  houses  and  people  in  this  small  agricultural  parish,  and 
the  poor*s  rate  has  not  materially  decreased  in  12  years;  no  case  of  hardship  is  made  out. 
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F.W.Knighif  Esq.      6720.  Where  do  you  get  those  town  parishes  ?— They  are  open  parishes  ;  some 
M.  p.  few  are  town  parishes.     The  majority  of  them  are  taken  from  the  report  of 

these  Commissioners,  except  Leeds,  which  I  have  taken ;  there  are  five  close 

25  July  i860,      parishes  near  Leeds,  which  were  represented  as  throwing  a  burden  upon  Leeds, 
by  one  of  the  witnesses  before  this  Committee. 

\Thefollcmng  Table  was  eklwered  in;] 

Case  made  by  Mr.  MoorCj  Overseer  of  the  Township  of  LeedSf  against  certain  other  Townshipe,  in  which  (2420)  "a large 
portion  of  the  lowest  Class  of  the  Population*'  are  represented  to  work,  but  to  **  reside  in  Leeds^'  and  *'  when  out  of 
Work  to  be  thrown  upon  JLeeds."  Mr.  Moore  recommends  (2301)  a  National  Rating  as  the  proper  remedy  for  this  gtite 
of  things. 


Value  of  Hal  Pioperty 

Paid  for  the  Belief  of  the  Poor. 

• 

lohabited  Houaei. 

Population. 

AjaeMed  to  the  Property  Tkx 
under  Schedule  (A.) 

Average 

of 
STeare. 

1813-15. 

Average 

of 
5  Yean. 

1825-39. 

Average 

of 
5  Yeart. 

1830-84. 

1847. 

IKl 

1801. 

1S41. 

1851. 

1801. 

18  41. 

1851. 

1815. 

1B43. 

1857. 

Open  TowDihip. 
Leadft         -        •        - 

- 

- 

- 

30,669 

- 

101,343 

103,435 

343,873 

688,487 

£. 

13,780 

£. 

84JS89 

£. 
33,133 

25,628 

5  Ckm  Pttiihfli. 

T«mpleNew«ome 
GaHbrth    •        .        « 
Roondhay .         -         . 
Swillington 
Harcwood  -         -         - 

227 
44 
14 
99 

139 

310 
226 
84 
116 
163 

364 
262 
98 
126 
168 

1,033 

234 

84 

491 

707 

1,428 

1,195 

439 

565 

890 

1,693 

1,335 

510 

607 

895 

5,229 
2,695 
2,760 

5,874 
8,837 

9,255 
2,946 
5,077 
6,883 
5,099 

- 

696 
292 
178 
415 
517 

870 
197 
129 
215 
250 

Ml 
187 
170 
289 
244 

4ia 

197 
60 
197 
17S 

486 

398 

a 

m 

w 

523 

899 

1,018 

2^49 

4,517 

5,040 

20,395 

29,260 

- 

2,098 

1,161 

1,251 

1,038 

14M 

The  amount  paid  for  the  relief  of  the  poor  by  the  five  close  parishes  has  increased  between  1847  and  1859,  while  tliat 

paid  by  Leeds  has  decreased. 

6732.  Does  that  show  the  whole  number  of  open  parishes  that  the  Commissioners 
sent  down,  in  1 847,  visited  ? — I  think  it  is  very  nearly  all,  if  not  quite  all.  I  think 
it  is  all,  except  some  in  Nottinghamshire.  I  have  taken  out  Basford  and  South- 
well Union,  and  Newark  Union,  which  have  been  named  by  witnesses  before  this 
Committee. 

6722.  Sir  W.  Miles.]  Are  the  Committee  to  understand  that  the  sums  you 
have  given,  paid  by  the  close  parishes,  and  paid  by  the  open  parishes,  represent 
the  sums  paid  to  the  irremovable  poor  ? — ^The  total  sums  for  the  support  of  the  • 
poor,  in  the  first  year  of  the  passing  of  the  Irremovable  Act,  and  the  total  sums 
paid  for  the  support  of  the  poor  by  these  parishes,  in  1859,  ^^^^^  ^^  years'  expe- 
rience of  that  Act, 

6723.  Mr.  Dodson.']  With  regard  to  the  Reading  Uiiion,  have  we  tlie  result  in 
these  tables  of  what  was  paid  by  the  open  parishes  in  the  Reading  Union,  and  by 
all  the  close  parishes  in  the  Reading  Union,  or  a  selection  of  a  certain  number  of 
close  parishes  and  a  certain  number  of  open  parishes  ? — Mr.  A'Beckett  was  one 
of  the  Commissioners  appointed  to  make  a  clear  case  for  Mr.  Duller  as  to  whether 
this  close  parish  system  existed  or  not,  and  he  went  through  many  different 
unions,  and  at  last  he  came  to  Reading.  When  he  came  to  Reading,  he  said, 
'*  I  have  now  come  to  a  place  in  which  these  close  parishes  exist,  in  which  cot- 
tages have  been  really  demolished.  I  have  seen  the  places  where  they  have  been 
demolished."  He  makes  a  very  long  case  of  Reading,  and  gives  a  great  many 
examinations,  and  he  mentions  seven  parishes  which  are  said  to  have  driven  their 
poor  into  Reading,  and  he  mentions  no  others ;  but  there  is  no  case  at  all,  because 
there  are  no  instances  in  which  there  was  not  an  increase  of  houses  in  these 
parishes. 

6724.  Chairman.]  Where  they  were  pulled  down  ? — They  had  been  rebuilt 
where  they  were  pulled  down,  or  some  others  had  been  built,  and  the  effect  upon 
the  property  tax  in  45  years  has  been  that  the  three  town  parishes  to  which  the 
population  is  said  to  have  been  driven,  have  increased  167  per  cent,  while  in  the 
seven  neighbouring  close  parishes,  it  has  increased  only  31  per  cent.  The  increase 
of  houses  in  the  50  years  has  been  in  the  three  town  parishes  142  per  cent.,  and 
in  the  seven  neighbouring  parishes,  48  per  cent. 

[The  following  Paper  was  delivered  in :  ] 
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Mr.  A'Beckett  says^ — 

'^  From  all  I  heard  and  saw  at  Readings  I  have  not  the  slightest  hesitation  in  declaring,  that  the  practice  of 
pnlliDg  down  cottages  for  the  purpose  of  driving  oat  the  agricultural  labourers,  has  existed  in  several  parishes," 

Mr,  Pigott  says, — 

**  The  union  is  entirely  a  town  union,  and  is  heavily  burthened  with  non-settled  poor  from  adjacent  rural  parishes, 
who  have  to  walk  two,  three,  and  four  miles  to  and  from  their  work." 


Annual  Value  of  Real 

Paid 

for  Haintenance  of 

the  Poor 

in 

Rate 

Inhabited  Hoosee 
in 

Population 
in 

Property 
as  assessed  to  the 

Property  Tax 

in  the  Pound 
paid  for 

in 

Maintenance  of 

1801. 

1841. 

1851. 

1801. 

1841. 

1851. 

1815. 

1843. 

1860. 

1815. 

1847.    1859. 

the  Poor. 

Town  Pabishsb  : 
(Rbadino). 

£. 

£. 

£. 

£. 

£. 

£. 

*.    d. 

St.  GUet,  Hamlet      - 

651 

/  1,237 
I      112 

1,502 
130 

3,416 
28 

6.287 
518 

7,187  ) 
639  / 

11,351 

25,000 

32,951 

2,066 

1,931 

1,816 

^  3    9  in  1815- 

St.  Lawrence    .        •        . 

567 

759 

810 

3,170 

4,285 

4,571 

13/)51 

18326 

22,856 

2,464 

1,556 

1,498 

1     6f  in  1847. 

St.  Mary.  Hamlet     - 

539 

/  1.641 
I        10 

1,786 
9 

3,156 

8,365 
66 

9,068  ) 
80/ 

12,263 

31,399 

42,296 

2,346 

2,412 

2,345 

.  1     2  in  1859. 

1,751 

3,759 

4,237 

9,770 

19,521 

22,175 

36,665 

75,315 

98,003 

6,877 

5,899 

5,659 

Parishes  said    to   hare 
driTen  their  Poor  into 
Reading : 

1 

1 

Maple  Durham 

99 

99 

101 

452 

481     ,      509 

3,958 

4,623        4,123 

500 

356 

257 

CaTcrsham       ... 

217 

297 

325 

1,069 

1,642 

1,752 

6,919 

9,823  i    10,854 

775 

720 

991 

i 

Barley      -        .        -        . 

73 

85 

92 

436 

471 

487 

2,709 

3,512 

5,066 

593 

557 

464 

I 

i2  11}  in  1815. 

Tilehurst- 

254 

412 

452 

1,353 

2,147 

2,188 

8,970 

10,161 

12,397 

1,577 

1,171 

1,098 

2    -  in  1847. 

Checkendon      - 

53 

78 

76 

278 

398 

410 

2,306 

2,197 

1,976 

496 

279 

258 

1    6  in  1859. 

Ufton       .        -        .        - 

53 

61 

65 

217 

284 

337 

2,704 

2,095 

2,424 

303 

157 

243 

Purley     -        -        .        - 

27 

38 

38 

153 

198 

220 

1,948 

1,660 

2,135 

151 

130 

136 

I 

776 

1,070 

1,149 

3,9^8 

5,621     1  5,903 

29,523 

34,071 

38,975 

4,395 

3,376 

3,447 

Increase  of  Houses     1    Incrc 
in  50  Years           . 
(1801-1851). 

ase  of  Population 
in  50  Years 
(1801-1851). 

Increase  in  Value  of  Real 

Property 

assessed  to  the 

Property  Tax  in  45  Years 

(1815-1860). 

3  Town  Parishes 

142  per  cent.                   1 

M>  per  cent. 

167  per  cent. 

7  NeigbbooriDg  ditto 

48 

i9        ,. 

31        „ 

The  close  parishes  paid  a  higher  rate  in  the  pound  on  their  property  tax  assessment,  both  in  1847  and  1859,  than  the  town  parishes ;  represented 

by  Mr.  A'Becket  to  have  been  injured  by  them. 

Newland  is  omitted,  because  its  statistics  are  mixed  up  with  those  of  Arborfield. 
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jp.  W.  K^i^g^t,  Esq.       6725.  Chairman.]  What  do  you  desire  the  Committee  to  infer  from  that  selection 

^'•^-  of  the  two  classes  of  parishes  you  have  named  ? — I  have  not  selected  them ;  they 

~rr     ~      were  selected  by  a  gentleman  sent  as  commissioner  by  Mr.  BuUer,  and  named  by  him 

25    u  y  1    o.      ^^  certain  populous  parishes  which  had  been  injured  by  being  the  habitation  of 

labourers  who  worked  in  other  parishes. 

6726.  You  have  given  a  statement  of  what  the  charges  for  the  poor  have  been 
in  each  class  of  parishes ;  the  town  parishes  and  the  close  parishes.  Will  you 
state  what  we  are  to  infer  from  that,  as  bearing  upon  the  subject  of  this  inquiry ; 
namely,  the  operation  of  the  Irremovable  Act  ? — The  whole  of  the  evidence  before 
Mr.  BuUer's  Committee  in  1847,  and  the  whole  evidence  given  before  this  Com- 
n)ittee  except  from  the  large  London  parishes  has  been  to  endeavour  to  show  that 
an  injurious  effect  has  been  produced  upon  the  town,  and  populous  parishes  by  some 
sort  of  working  or  machination  carried  on  by  the  thinly  peopled  parishes  in  their 
neighbourhood.  What  I  want  to  show  is  first,  that  the  charge  of  pulling  down 
cottages  may  be  said  to  be  absolutely  erroneous  (except  in  some  very  particular 
cases),  so  far  as  the  census  of  1851  can  show  it;  I  do  not  know  what  has  taken 
place  since  thai  time,  and  also  to  show  that  the  open  parishes  have  a  large  and  in- 
creasing population,  and  that  hundreds  of  such  parishes  have  derived  a  large  benefit 
in  real  value  from  that  increase  of  population. 

6727.  Perhaps  you  will  point  out  what  that  has  to  do  with  the  Irremovable 
Act  ? — It  has  everything  to  do  with  the  Iiremovable  Act,  because  the  point  to  be 
determined  is  whether  the  Irremovable  Act  has  had  a  bad  or  a  good  effect  upon 
the  poor  laws  generally ;  you  can  only  take  the  totals  paid  by  each  parish  to  show 
which  parish  has  been  benefited  and  which  has  been  injured  by  the  Irremovable 
Act. 

6728.  I  will  make  myself  more  clear.  This  charge  of  pulling  down  cottages 
is  a  very  old  charge,  not  with  reference  to  the  Irremovable  Act,  but  with  respect 
to  its  effect  on  settlement.  What  you  stated  in  the  gross  amount  of  expendi- 
ture of  the  poor  rate  in  those  two  classes  of  parishes  does  not  tell  anything  about 
the  Irremovable  Act.  People  may  pull  down  cottages  or  not,  but  they  have  been 
charged  with  pulling  down  cottages  for  the  last  100  years? — ^What  I  am  showing 
to  you  is  the  effect  of  the  Irremovable  Act  in  1 2  years,  in  increasing  or  decreasinsi: 
the  rates  of  certain  classes  of  parishes.  A  great  deal  of  evidence  has  been 
given  here  that  a  great  shifting  of  the  rates  had  taken  place  in  consequence 
of  the  Irremovable  Act,  that  the  small  parishes  had  driven  their  poor  away,  and 
shifted  their  rates  upon  the  large  parishes*  Now,  if  I  am  able  to  show  that 
that  has  not  been  the  case,  that  the  rates  have  not  increased  or  decreased  in  the 
open  parishes  in  a  greater  proportion  than  they  have  increased  or  decreased  in  the 
close  parishes  in  the  same  union  after  12  years'  experience  of  that  Act,  then  I 
conceive  that  those  charges  that  have  been  made  by  the  witnesses  are  disproved, 
1  do  not  accuse  any  witness  of  having  stated  that  which  he  does  not  believe 
to  be  true ;  all  I  say  is  this,  that  they  take  their  examples  from  some  exceptional 
parishes ;  where  they  have  mentioned  two  or  three  parishes,  I  have  statistics 
which  uill  show  that  generally  the  conclusions  drawn  by  the  witnesses  are  not 
borne  out  by  the  examples  they  have  themselves  given. 

6729.  Where  do  you  take  your  examples  from? —I  fake  my  examples  from 
the  reports  made  by  Mr.  Buller's  commissioners  chiefly,  also  from  the  witnesses 
before  this  Committee. 

6730.  Are  you  f)repared  to  prove,  looking  at  those  examples  that  the  irre- 
movable poor  have  not  added  to  the  rates  of  those  places  to  which  they  have 
gone,  and  if  they  have  quitted  the  place  where  they  used  to  dwell  it  has  not 
diminished  the  rates  there;  is  that  your  case? — I  do  not  mean  to  attribute  any 
cause  and  effect.  I  am  laying  a  statement  before  you,  and  you  must  draw  your 
own  inferences  from  it.  We  have  heard  a  charge  made,  and  I  produce  figures 
which,  in  my  belief,  disprove  that  charge. 

6731.  Can  you  turn,  for  convenience  sake,  to  any  particular  cases  which  have 
been  brought  before  this  Committee,  and  show  that  what  has  been  stated  is  untrue  ; 
unless  you  are  prepared  to  show  that  those  statements  are  untrue,  and  that  the  Act 
has  not  operated  in  the  way  alleged,  I  can  scarcely  understand  at  what  you  are  aim- 
ing ? — I  have  tables  to  illustrate  what  has  taken  place  before  the  Committee.  The 
only  other  person  sent  by  Mr.  BuUer  to  examine  into  the  question,  who 
made  a  report  of  a  complete  kind,  was  Mr.  Hawley.  Mr.  Hawley  went  into 
Northun)berland,  where  there  are  more  close  parishes  than  in  any  other  county 
in  England.      When  I  went  to  the  Poor  Law  Board  as  secretary,  I  found  a 
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return  from  the  Tithe  Commission,  showing  1 73  parishes  or  townships  in  North-  F,  W.  Knighf,  Lsq. 
umberland,  each  maintaining  their  own  poor,  belonging  to  one  proprietor,  and 
where  eight  are  described  by  Mr.  Hawley  as  being  close,  67  beIon<^ing  to  two 
proprietors,  39  belonging  to  three  proprietors,  and  13  belonging  to  four  pro- 
prietors, being  292  parishes  or  townships  maintaining  their  own  poor  in  the  hands 
of  one,  two,  three,  or  four  proprietors  ;  the  total  number  of  parishes  or  townships 
in  Northumberland  being  539  separately  maintaining  their  own  poor.  So  that  I 
consider  more  than  half  the  parishes  in  Northumberiand  are  what  are  called  close 

J)arishes,  or  townships.  Mr.  Hawley  says  in  this  report,  **  From  the  replies  received 
irom  about  450  townships,  it  appears  that  notwithstanding  one-half  of  the  number 
belong  respectively  to  one,  two,  or  three  proprietors,  only  20  are  stated  to  be  close 
townships,  in  all  of  which  the  conclusion  is  arrived  at  from  the  circunnstance  of 
there  not  being  sufficient  cottage  accommodation.  It  is  not,  however,  shown  that 
this  has  been  caused  by  demolition  on  the  part  of  the  landlord ;  on  the  contrary, 
it  may  be  inferred,  from  the  general  tenor  of  the  replies,  that  it  is  owing  to  a 
sudden  congestion  of  labourers  on  certain  points,  attracted  by  public  works  or  the 
opening  of  mines,  for  whom  there  has  not  been  time  to  prepare  sufficient  accom- 
modation. When  the  replies  show  that  cottages  have  been  pulled  down  by  the 
landlords,  they  state,  at  the  same  time,  tliat  they  have  in  most  cases  been  rebuilt, 
and  when  no  rebuilding  has  taken  place,  it  is  accounted  for  by  the  circumstance 
of  the  migration  of  labourers  to  other  localities  where  labour  was  more  abun- 
dant, and  for  whom  accommodation  was  consequently  no  longer  required.'* 
This  is  a  very  important  report  of  Mr.  Hawley's,  because  it  has  been  the  fashion 
rather  to  assume  that  where  there  are  only  one  or  two  or  three  proprietors,  the 
practice  has  been  to  pull  down  the  cottages.  There  is  the  great  example  of  all 
England  in  which  it  is  tljoroughly  and  entirely  disproved  and  given  up.  I  can 
only  say  that,  in  20  townships  that  were  picked  out  by  Mr.  Hawley  as  close 
parishes,  you  will  see  by  this  return  that  they  paid  rather  n)ore  in  1859  for  the 
relief  of  the  poor  than  they  did  in  1847. 


[The  following  Table  was  delivered  in :] 
The  Close  Parishes  selected  by  Mr.  Havolei/,  in  Northumberland,  are  the  following — 


Boulmer 
Eglingham    - 
Greens  and  Glanties 
Shilbottle 
Whittle 


Bamburgh  Casde   - 
Shoreswood    - 
Twizill  ... 
Wallbottle      - 
Rosedon 
Acombe,  East 

r  St.  Peter's 
Bywell  •  <         and 

[St  Andrew's 
Styford- 
Morpeth  Castle 
Spittle  Hill    - 
Biddlestone  - 
Fairnley 

Netherton,  North  side     < 
Nnnnjkirk    - 
Ryle,  Little    - 
Todburn 
Hartley 
Newsfaam,  &c. 


23  Close  Parishes    - 


Paid  for 
Relief  of 
Poor  in 

1847. 


Paid  for 

Relief  of 

Poor  in 

1869. 


16 

82 

22 

140 

10 

12 

186 

139 

216 

20 

1 

56 

12 
17 
81 

nil. 
61 

ml. 
16 

nil. 
10 

nil. 

690 

561 


2,186 


Increase  of  inhabited  bouses  in  60  years  in  these  parishes  was  34  per  cent 
Increase  of  population  in  60  years  -        „        „        -    48        „ 


0.95. 
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6732.  I  must  again  remind  you  that  we  have  no  evidence  against  close 
parishes  for  the  reasons  you  are  now  assigning,  and  if  we  have,  the  question  is 
as  to  the  distribution  of  the  charge  for  the  common  fiind ;  the  question  is  whether 
the  averages  should  be  taken  in  the  way  that  they  are  now,  or  whether  the  whole 
rateable  value  of  the  union  should  be  charged  for  that  common  fund.  You  are 
going  into  a  subject  that  is  perfectly  foreign  to  our  inquiry,  I  assure  you.  It  is 
with  regard  to  settlement ;  you  are  bringiqg  all  those  matters  before  us,  which 
have  not  the  least  to  do  with  irremovable  poor  or  the  common  fund  ? — I  quite 
agree  with  you  ;  the  general  tendency  of  the  inquiry,  as  it  has  been  conducted  on 
the  part,  I  may  say,  of  the  Poor  Law  Board,  has  been  whether  there  should  be  an 
enlargement  of  area  of  rating  to  that  extent. 

6733.  You  mean  the  extent  of  the  common  iund ;  we  are  not  inquiring  into  the 
union  rating,  we  are  inquiring  whether  property  is  fairly  assessed  for  the  purpose 
of  supporting  the  common  fund  ;  that  does  not  necessarily  involve  the  question  of 
close  parishes  ? — ^The  subject  of  close  parishes  has  been  brought  forward  as  inti- 
mately connected  with  it. 

6734.  You  do  not  touch  the  only  point  that  has  been  raised,  namely,  whe- 
ther it  is  not  a  great  injustice  when  a  parish  does  not  contribute  to  the  poor  at 
all,  that  it  should  escape  its  contribution  to  the  common  fund,  while  another 
parish,  from  no  fault  of  its  own,  is  paying  a  large  amount  to  that  common  fund  on 
account  of  its  settled  poor.  That  is  tl>e  only  way  in  which  a  close  parish  has  been 
referred  to  ;  and  it  applies  to  other  parishes  besides  close  parishes,  in  the  business 
of  assessing  the  common  fund  ? — The  cases  that  have  been  brought  before  this 
Committee  I  have  in  these  tables,  which,  perhaps,  the  Committee  will  allow  me 
to  remark  upon.  The  first  table  is  with  respect  to  the  case  brought  forward  by 
Mr.  Lambert,  the  Poor  Law  inspector  of  town  parishes,  which  are  represented  to 
have  been  injuriously  affected  by  persons  residing  in  ihem  and  working  in  other 
parishes.  I  merely  put  in  this  table  to  show  that  according  to  the  property  tar 
assessment  there  has  been  a  very  extraordinary  reduction  in  all  these  parishes. 
The  property  tax  assessment  is  taken  on  the  same  basis  in  different  years.  I  do 
not  give  it  as  precisely  the  poor  law  assessment ;  they  are  not  the  nominal  rates 
paid  on  the  parochial  assessment,  but  they  are  the  rates  paid  on  the  real  rents  and 
profits  in  these  parishes.  The  next  is  the  case  of  Nottingham,  and  the  table  is 
merely  to  show  that  Nottingham  is  not  suffering,  but  on  tlie  contrary. 

[The  following  Table  was  delivered  in :] 

Case  brought  forward  by  Mr.  Page,  Chairman  of  Radford  Union. 

NOTTINGHAM. 


• 

Inhabited  Housee 
in 

Population 

in 

1 

Annual  Value  of  Real 

Property, 

as  assessed  to  the 

Property  Tax 
in 

Paid 

for  Maintenance  <^ 

the  Poor, 

in 

Bate 

inthePooni 

paid  for 

Biaintenanoe  of 

the  Pdor, 

! 

caleolatedofi 

1801. 

1841. 

1851. 

1801. 

1841. 

1851. 

1815. 

1843. 

1860. 

1815. 

1847. 

1859. 

Property 
Tbx  AmetgmeaU 

Opbn  pAaisHBS : 

1                 1 
I                1 

£. 

£. 

£. 

£. 

£. 

£. 

t.    d. 

Nottingham  : 

1 

St.Bfary'8        - 

3,874 

8.455 

9,156 

22,654 

41,135 

45,729 

' 

228,400 

10,889 

14,924 

16,090 

7     4J  in  1815. 

St.  Nicholas      - 

605 

1,160 

1,199 

3,415 

5,424 

5,846 

1 42,336 

168,861 

35,040 

2,133 

1,545 

1,141 

2     1    in  1847. 

St.  Peter  -        -        -        - 

485 

1,203 

1,194 

2,732 

5,605 

5,832 

' 

14,136 

2,593 

1,213 

1,363 

1     4   in  1859. 

4,964 

10,818 

11,549 

28,801 

52,164 

57,407 

42,336 

168,861 

277,576 

15,615 

17,682  18,594 

1 

Increase  of  Houses 
in  50  Years 

(1801-1851.) 

133  per  cent. 

Increase  of  Population, 
in  50  Tears 
(1801-1851). 

Increase  in  Value  of  Real 
Property 

assessed  to  the 
Property  Tax  in  45  Vears 

(1815-1860). 

• 

Three  town  parishes  - 

99  percent 

564  per  cmt. 
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6735.  Not  suffering  from  the  Irremovable  Act? — No;  for  iostaDce,  in  1847 
Nottingham  paid  17,682/.  for  its  poor,  and  in  18.59  it  paid  only  18,594/.,  the 
difference  of  the  rate  in  the  pound  calculated  upon  the  property  tax,  shows  a 
reduction  from  25.  1  d.  to  1  s»  4  J.  in  the  12  years. 

6736.  Mr.  JBarroa;.]  The  complaint  of  Nottingham,  if  I  understand  it,  is  this, 
that  in  one  parish  at  Nottingham  under  the  operation  of  the  law,  the  charge  for  the 
common  fund  is  much  higher  in  the  pound  upon  the  value,  although  the  value  of 
the  parish  was  increased,  than  it  is  in  the  other  two  parishes  in  which,  by  the 
operation  of  the  averages,  they  are  paying  less  in  the  pound,  according  to  their 
annual  value  ;  the  answer  which  you  give  is,  that  in  the  total  of  the  three  parishes 
in  Nottingham  there  has  been  a  reduction  of  the  poor  rate  ? — No  doubt,  as  in  all 
other  parishes  in  England  there  is  a  difference  in  the  rate  in  the  pound  paid  by 
the  three  parishes  in  Nottingham.  But  the  fact  is,  that  St.  Mary's  is  increasing 
in  value  very  much  more  than  the  others,  and  decreasing  in  rates,  according  to 
the  statement  of  Mr.  Page. 

6737.  If  St.  Mary's  were  to  be  assessed  according  to  its  value,  as  well  as  the 
other  parishes,  of  course  it  would  increase  its  contribution  to  the  common  fund  ; 
but  St.  Mary's  is  not  assessed  according  to  the  increase  of  its  value,  it  is  assessed 
according  to  its  old  averages  ? — If  union  rating  were  establislied,  you  would 
have  an  equalisation  of  the  rates.  The  only  complaint  that  I  hear  is  of  inequality 
of  rating  ;  all  other  complaints  are  swamped  in  that;  you  may  twist  them  as  you 
like.  The  next  case  is  Radford.  Mr.  Page,  the  gentleman  who  gave  evidence, 
says,  '*  We  have  labourers  who  live  in  Radford,  and  work  in  Wallaton;  if  they 
become  chargeable,  as  a  matter  of  course  it  comes  on  .the  common  fund  of  the 
union  at  Radford.  Radford  pays  12  s.  in  the  pound  for  the  maintenance  of  those 
labourers." 

[The  followifig  Table  was  delivered  in  :] 

Case  brought  forward  by  Mr.  Page. 
RADFORD. 


F,  W,  K  night,  E9q. 
M.  p. 

25  July  i860. 


' 

Inhabited  Houses 
in 

Population 
in 

1 
Annual  Valne  of  Real 

as  assessed  to  the              for  Maintenance  of 
Property  Tax             |            the  Poor 
in                                        in 

Rate 

in  the  Pound 

Paidlbr 

Maintenance  of 

, 

1801. 

1841. 

1851. 

1801. 

1841. 

185L 

1815.        1843. 

1860.   !  1815. 

1847. 

1859. 

thePo(ff. 

Opsn  Parishss  : 
Radford    -        .        -        - 

Sneinton  -        -        -        - 

454 
117 

2,220 
1,479 

2,576 
1,729 

2,269 
558 

I 
1 
1 
1 

10,817      12,637 
7,079        8,440 

1 
£.      i      £. 

5,208        21,234 

j 

4,185        17,068 

1 

£.    ;  £. 

1 

24,004       885 
23,640  '     235 

£. 
3,297 
1.087 

£. 
2,272 
913 

«.    d. 

r2    4i  in  1815. 
J  2    3i  in  1847. 
[l    4iinl859. 

571        3,699 

4,305 

2,827 

17,896  1   21,077 

i 

9,393        38,302 

47,644    1,120 

4,384 

3,185 

Increase  of  Houses 
in  50  Years 
(1801-1851. 

Increase  of  Population 
in  50  Years 
(1801-1851). 

Increase  in  Value  of  Real 
Property 

assessed  to  the 
Property  Tax  in  45  Years 

(1815-1860). 

■ 

2  Open  Parishes 

654  per  cent. 

645  per  cent. 

407  per  cent. 

6738.  Chairman.']  Is  that  true? — I  find  in  1847  that  Radford  paid  upon  its 
parochial  assessment  4^.  5hd.  in  the  pound;  in  1852  it  paid  on  its  parochial 
assessment  1^.  \oid.  in  the  pound,  and  in  1859  it  paid  upon  the  property  tax 
assessment,  \  s.  lold.  I  think  when  Mr.  Page  talked  of  that  12^.,  he  is  mistaken 
in  saying  that  it  is  for  the  maintenance  of  those  labourers  ;  it  is  not  for  the  main- 
tenance of  the  poor  at  all  ;  it  must  be  for  other  rates,  possibly  improvement  rates, 
if  it  were  ever  paid  at  all. 

6739.  M^-  BarrowJ]  Let  me  explain  Mr.  Page's  evidence,  which,  I  think,  you 
misunderstand ;  for  every  20  s.  vvhich  the  irremovable  poor  are  charged  to  the 
union  of  Radford,  Radford  pays  115.  7  }  ff.,  the  other  two  towns,  which  are  equal 

0.95.  3  B  4  in 
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in  value,  pay  8  a\  and  odd  to  make  up  the  pound.  Mr.  Page  instanced  those 
labourers  at  Wollaton,  and  for  every  pound  paid  for  the  irremovable  poor  work- 
ing in  Wollaton  and  living  in  Radford,  Radford  paid  1 1  s.  odd  ;  while  the  other 
two  parishes  paid  only  8*.  between  them,  and  Wollaton  paid  nothing? — It  stands 
in  the  evidence,  **  Radford  paid  12  ^.  in  the  pound  for  the  maintenance  of  those 
labourers/'  I  find  Radford  has  increased  in  real  value  between  1815  and  i860, 
407  per  cent. ;  it  is  an  immensely  flourishing  place.  The  next  is  the  Basford 
Union,  Mr.  Page  adduces  several  parishes,  being  close  parishes,  as  having 
inflicted  great  injury  upon  the  others.  I  have  taken  out  all  the  parishes  represented 
by  Mr.  Hawley  in  that  union  as  open  and  close  parishes. 

[  The  following  Table  was  delivered  in ;] 

Case  brought  forward  by  Mr.  Page  and  Mr.  Burrows,  Vice  Chairmen  of  Basford  Union,  and  by  Mr.  Howell,  oneof 

Mr.  Butler's  Commissioners. 

Mr.  Howell  calls  these  open  parishe  s, '^  poor  manufacturing  villages,  groaning  beneath  a  burthen  almost  beyond 
their  powers  of  endurance."  He  says,  ^' the  close  parishes  have  relieved  themselves  of  their  surplus  population,  and  of 
their  just  proportion  of  the  charge  of  maintainicg  tnem  when  chargeable,  at  the  expense  of  their  less  fortunate  neighbom." 

It  will  be  seen  from  the  following  figures  that  this  opinion  is  not  founded  on  fact : 

BASFORD. 


1 

Annual  Value  of  Real 

Paid 

for  Maintooance  of 

the  Poor 

in 

Rate 

inthePMnd 

Inhabited  Houses 

Population 

Property 
as  assessed  to  the 

in 

in 

Property  Tbz 
in 

Paid  for 

MaintenaiMof 

/   ■  ■ 
ISOl. 

i     1841.  i  1851. 

1                1 

1801. 

1841. 

1851. 

1 
1815.        1843.   1     1860. 

1815. 

1847. 

1859. 

the  Poor. 

Open  Pakisbbs  : 

£. 

£.    i      £. 

£. 

£. 

£. 

t.  d. 

Arnold     .        -        -        - 

660 

885    !    959 

2,768 

4,509 

4,704 

5,276 

12,594      12,059 

1,325 

1,569 

1,597 

V 

Basford    -        -        .        - 

377 

1,979    !  1,975 

2,124 

8,688 

10,093 

5,239 

14,735  j    27,795 

591 

1,285 

1.657 

Beeston    -        -        -        - 

171 

555         616 

948 

2,807 

3,016 

4,139 

7,419        9,907 

477 

740 

664 

BttUweU   .... 

317 

604         739 

1,585 

3,157 

3,786 

2,116 

5,733        6,732 

145 

525 

491 

3    6  in  I81S. 

Carlton    -        -        -        - 

162 

408    ;    474 

819 

2,015 

2,329 

1,579 

1,977        4,371 

101 

474 

617 

Greasley  -        -        - 

574 

985     ,1,047 

2,968 

5,184 

5,284 

8,350 

19,605      19393 

1,687 

1,369 

1,588 

'2    liiiI647. 

HucknaU  Torkard     -        - 

271 

537    '    581 

1,497 

2,680 

2,970 

3,119 

4,474  ;     6,599 

967* 

835 

564 

Lambley  -        -        .        - 

71 

183    '     186 

467 

983 

951 

2,814 

4,200  '     4,333 

319 

406 

344 

1  8f  in  1859. 

Ruddington      ^        .        . 

149 

384    ;    433 

868 

1,835 

2,181 

4,195 

6,757  ;     7,163 

263 

371 

434 

Heanor     .        -        -        - 

125 

568    !    676 

1,061 

3,058 

3,427 

3,044 

5,256  ;     8,007 

580 

840 

1,104 

Ilkerton  -        .        -        . 

487 

1,078    ,1^4 

2,422 

5,326 

6,122 

5,205 

10,502  I    14,771  ;     922 

1,259 

1,459 

/ 

3,364 

7,866    ,8,910 

1 

17,527 

40,242 

44,863 

42,076 

93^2  <  121,630 

7,377 

9,703 

10,519 

Close  Farisbbs  : 

Annesley          -        -        - 

62 

51 

47 

359 

274 

239 

'      2,104 

3,222 

2.748 

169 

137 

89 

Barton     .... 

66 

68 

71 

322 

333 

339 

2.047 

2,624 

.    2,604 

196 

59 

98 

Bradmore         ... 

55 

82 

74 

325 

416 

401 

1.924 

2,087 

2,505 

122 

100 

130 

Bridgeford  (Weit)    - 

43 

41 

48 

'    235 

229 

258 

3,829 

3.572 

3,299 

17 

68 

54 

Bonnj     .... 

55 

74 

70 

359 

360 

336 

2,664 

2,933 

3,368 

75 

93 

157 

1   2{ial815. 

Clifton  with  Olapton 

68 

92 

90 

381 

419 

401 

2.723 

3,190 

3,454 

208 

92 

52 

Colwick   .... 

18 

20 

21 

116 

109 

120 

4,360 

3,338 

3,150 

81 

23 

25 

Cossall     .... 

67 

63 

59 

353 

334 

303 

1,322 

1,940 

1,308 

141 

20 

45 

,-71inl84r. 

Gamstone         ... 

18 

17 

17 

97 

103 

124 

2,413 

?,460 

.1,595 

200 

17 

16 

Gotham   .... 

91 

143 

153 

475 

747 

792 

2.525 

3,216 

3,236 

339 

225 

232 

NewBtead 

20 

26 

25 

143 

193 

155 

1.532 

1,725 

2,024 

54 

78 

68 

-7iinl8M. 

Wilford    .... 

98 

117 

118 

478 

669 

570 

3.305 

4,667 

4,828 

91 

120 

80 

Thmmpton       ... 
Trowell    .        -        -        - 

29 

30 

31 

121 

147 

133 

1,493 

1,505 

1,709 

69 

29 

8 

98 

70 

69 

235 

380 

392 

1.952 

2,300 

2,410 

323 

131 

78 

Wollaton- 

150 

114 

118 

838 

674 

581 

2.939 

4,355 

5,235 

221 

186       242   ^ 

938  1 

1,008 

1,011 

4,837 

5,187 

5,144 

37,132 

43,134 

43,473 

2,306 

1,378    1,374 

Incre 

•se  of  Houses 

Increase  of  Pop 

Illation 

Increase  in  Value  of  Real 

Property 

assessed  to  the 

in 

50  Years 

in  50  Year 

s 

Fjroperty  Tax  in  45  Years 

(H 

30U1851). 

(1801-1851 

). 

(1815-1860). 

11  Open  Parishes     • 

165 

percent. 

156  per  cent 

t. 

190  per  Cent. 

15  Close- ditto       -        - 

8 

» 

6        „ 

17        „ 

The  following  notes  appear  in  the  census  with  respect  to  these  parishes,"  which  1  have  therefore  omitted  :— . 

'*  BUborouffh.^^The  decrease  in  population  is  atmbuted  to  the  coal  mines  in  the  neighbourhood  being  exhausted." 
"  StrelUy, — ^The  decrease  of  population  in  Strelley  is  attributed  to  the  stoppage  of  collieries  in  the  neighbourhood." 
**  PappUwiek. — ^The  decrease  of  population  at  Pspplewick  is  attributed  to  the  stoppage  of  work  in  cotton  mills." 
Coal  mines  hare  also  been  shut  up,  as  exhausted,  in  Wollaton  and  in  some' others  of  tiiese  parishes. 
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6740.  Sir  W.  Miles.]  What  is  the  result,  comparing  the  two? — ^The  result  is  F.  W. Knight,  Em|. 
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that  tliere  has  been  a  decrease  in  some  parishes  mentioned  by  Mr.  Page ;  he  says, 
*^As  soon  as  he  shall  not  require  the  labourer,   who   will  be    required    in    a  ""j     ' 

different  parish,  for  instance  in  Bilborough,  the  cottage  or  house  which  he  used  to  ^^  ^^^  **^* 
live  in  is  pulled  down."  Now,  I  find  this  note  in  the  census :  '*  Bilborough  :  the 
decrease  in  population  is  attributed  to  the  coal  mines  in  the  neighbourhood  being 
exhausted.  Strelley  :  the  decrease  of  population  in  Strelley  is  attributed  to  the 
stoppage  of  coUeries  in  the  neighbourhood.  Papplewick  :  the  decrease  of  popu- 
lation }|t  Papplewick  is  attributed  to  the  stoppage  of  work  in  cotton  mills/* 
Coal  mines  have  also  been  shut  up  as  exhausted  in  WoUaton,  and  in  some  others 
of  these  parishes.  But  the  effect  of  12  years'  experience  of  the  Irremovable 
Act  on  the  1 1  open  and  the  15  close  parishes  brought  forward  in  Basford  is,  that 
the  open  parishes  have  decreased  from  3^.  6(/.  in  the  pound  in  1815  to  2s.  \d.  in 
1847,  ^^^  ^o  1^-  S|£/.  in  1859. 

6741.  Chairman.'}  In  consequence  of  the  Irremovable  Act? — The  first  period 
from  1815  to  1847,  is  not  in  the  twelve  years  of  the  Irremovable  Act;  of  course 
the  Irremovable  Act  had  nothing  to  do  with  it ;  the  latter  period  of  1 2  years  it 
certainly  had  to  do  with. 

6742.  Do  you  assume  that  the  Irremovable  Act  had  anything  to  do  with  the 
facts  you  have  just  stated  ?  —It  is  the  working  of  that  Act. 

6743.  Can  you  show  that  ?— If  the  Irremovable  Act  had  increased  the  burdens 
of  the  town  parishes  then  the  rate  in  the  pound  paid  in  1 859  would  have  been 
greater  than  that  paid  in  1 847  ;  as  it  is,  it  is  quite  clear  that  since  the  working  of  the 
Irremovable  Act  the  rating  has  decreased.  If  the  rates  paid  by  the  close  parishes 
had  been  unduly  reduced,  it  might  also  have  been  attributed  to  the  working  of 
that  Act. 

6744.  That  depends  upon  the  other  circumstances  affecting  the  locality? — In 
the  15  close  parishes  the  decrease  from  1 815  to  1 847  was  from  1  ^.  2|(/.  to  7  J  rf., 
and  it  remained  at  y^d.  in  1850. 

6745.  Could  you  infer  that  the  Irremovable  Act  had  caused  the  reduction  of  the 
rates  ? — I  infer  that  the  change,  whatever  it  may  be,  which  has  taken  place,  between 
1 847  and  1 859,  has  been  caused  by  the  Irremovable  Act,  because  that  Act  has 
been  in  operation  during  those  1 2  years. 

6746.  Then  the  more  people  removed  into  a  place  the  less  the  rates  would  be, 
according  to  that  view  ? — I  think  there  is  no  doubt  of  that ;  a  great  increase 
of  value  has  taken  place  wherever  people  have  accumulated,  and  where  that  great 
increase  of  value  has  occurred,  there  the  rates  have  decreased. 

6747.  Is  tl^^it  caused  by  the  Irremovable  Act  or  by  the  flourishing  state  in 
which  a  particular  place  is  ? — As  far  as  the  poor  law  goes,  we  can  only  attribute 
it  to  the  Irremovable  Act.  The  rates  in  the  pound  paid  in  the  first  year  the 
Irremovable  Act  was  established,  and  the  last  year,  1 2  years  afterwards,  show 
clearly  the  working  of  the  Irremovable  Act. 

6748.  You  sav  that  something  lias  attracted  people  to  a  particular  place  ? — 
Yes. 

6749.  ^^^  ^^y  ^'^^^  increased  population  increases  wealth,  I  want  to  know 
whether  it  is  the  Irremovable  Act  that  has  attracted  people  to  such  a  place  and 
thereby  increased  its  wealth  ? — It  is  not  the  Irremovable  Act  which  has  attracted 
people,  but  it  is  the  Irremovable  Act  which  has  dealt  with  the  people  when  they  got 
together,  and  the  Irremovable  Act  is  the  machine  by  which  those  people  are  sup- 

{orted  when  in  distress.  The  new  population  has  naturally  much  to  do  with  the 
rremovable  Act,  the  others  are  the  settled  poor;  all  these  new  accumulations 
of  people,  become  irremovable,  and  it  is  the  Irremovable  Act  which  deals  with 
them. 

'  6750.  Wherever  the  Irremovable  Act  exists,  you  would  expect  an  increase  of 
population,  and  thereby  an  increase  of  wealth  in  the  district.  Is  the  Irremov'able 
Act  the  cause  of  the  increase  of  wealth  in  a  place  because  it  attracts  people  ? — 
They  are  cause  and  effect ;  people  collect  together  wherever  there  is  a  great  de- 
mand for  labour,  wherever  manufactories  go  on,  and  when  they  get  there  they 
fall  under  the  operation  of  the  Irremovable  Act,  and  are  dealt  with  by  it,  so  that 
they  are  entirely  connected*  the  one  with  the  other. 

6751.  If  you  assume  that  people  go  to  a  particular  place  because  there  is  a 
demand  for  labour,  the  Irremovable  Act  has  no  bearing  upon  them ;  you  assume 
that  there  is  something  that  attracts  to  a  particular  place;  it  is  a  demand  for 
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V,  W.  Knigkt,  Esq.  labour  caused  by  increase  of  capital  or  prosperity,  or  from  anything  else  that  attracts 
"•'•  population ;  what  has  that  to  do  with  the  Irremovable  Act  ? — This  CJoramittee  is 

sitting  to  inquire  into  the  operation  of  the  Irremovable  Act.     There  is  only  one 

25  Jnly  1^^-  possible  way  by  which  they  can  inquire  into  it ;  they  can  only  inquire  into  it  by 
ascertaining  whether  the  rates,  in  certain  parishes,  have  been  increased  or  decreased 
b}  the  operation  of  this  Irremovable  Act. 

6752.  Can  you  show  us  that? — I  am  endeavouring  to  show  it. 

6753.  That  is  strictly  to  the  purpose,  if  you  show  that  in  consequence  of  the 
Irremovable  Act,  the  rates  have  either  increased  or  diminished  ? — During  the  12 
years  of  the  operation  of  the  Irremovable  Act, — ^you  cannot  take  it  nearer,  you 
can  only  take  the  rates  at  the  commencement  and  end  of  that  1 2  years, — I  will 
show  the  operation  of  it. by  showing  the  increase  or  diminution  of  the  rates. 

6754.  Can  you  give  some  particular  place  with  which  you  are  acquainted  in 
which  you  can  trace  distinctly  the  operation  of  the  Irremovable  Act  upon  the 
rates  of  the  place? — ^They  are  distinct  in  every  place.  I  have  the  anaoant 
paid  in  1847,  ^^^^  ^^^  Y^^^  ^^  ^^^^  ^^^9  ^^^  ^^^  amount  12  years  afterwards, 
in  1 859 ;  it  is  quite  distinct  in  every  place ;  if  the  Irremovable  Act  has  worked 
equally  in  all  places,  and  if  the  rates  have  been  increased  in  a  certiun  class 
of  parishes,  then  it  is  clear  that  the  Irremovable  Act  is  working,  to  a  certaia 
extent,  injuriously  towards  those  parishes. 

6755.  Mr.  Sotheron  Estcourt.j  Are  the  Committee  to  understand  from  the 
evidence  you  have  given,  that  you  go  beyond  this  ;  whatever  may  have  been  the 

•  operation  of  the  Irremovable  Act,  notwithstanding  that,  and  irrespective  01  that, 
as  far  as  you  have  given  us  any  evidence,  those  places  have  increased  in  pros- 
perity, and  the  rates  have  been  diminished  ? — That  is  what  I  mean. 

6756.  Am  I  to  understand  you  to  mean,  although  it  has  been  surmised  that 
the  operation  of  the  Irremovable  Act  would  be  to  add  to  the  rates  of  a  parish, 
you  give  those  as  instances  where  the  rates  have  diminished  r — Yes. 

6757.  Do  you  wish  the  Committee  to  understand  that  you  go  beyond  that 
point.  Do  you  wish  the  Committee  to  understand  that  it  is  not  a  question  of 
notwithstanding  the  operation  of  the  Act,  but  in  consequence  of  the  operation, 
that  the  rates  have  diminished  ? — If  the  Act  has  been  for  12  years  in  full  opera- 
tion, I  think  it  may  be  assumed,  and  fairly  assumed,  to  be  in  consequence  of  the 
operation ;  it  is  the  only  possible  proof  of  what  the  operation  of  the  Act  is. 

6758.  Sir  fVilliam  Miles^  Is  not  it  a  fact  of  notoriety,  that  1847  was  a  year 
of  great  commercial  distress,  in  which  the  rates  were  exceedingly  heavy,  and  that 
1859  w^^  ^  '"^^^  prosperous  year,  in  which  the  rates  were  excessively  low,  and 
would  not  you  rather  concede  that  the  decrease  in  1859,  when  compared  with 
1847,  has  taken  place  from  the  prosperity  of  1859,  ^^  compared  with  the  adver- 
sity of  i847?—l  do  not  think  that  alters  the  argument,  because  I  give  both 
sides ;  the  prosperity  of  the  one  year,  and  the  adversity  of  the  other  year,  had  the 
same  effect  upon  the  town  or  open  parishes,  as  upon  the  close  parishes,  or  had 
rather  more  effect  upon  the  town  parishes  than  upon  the  close  parishes** 

675Q.  Throughout  almost  the  whole  of  your  examination,  you  have  shown  how 
the  rates  have  decreased  from  1847,  ^^  compared  with  1859,  ^"^  Y^^  have  gone 
so  far  without  taking  as  the  basis  the  poor  rates  at  all,  to  say  that  that  effect 
has  taken  place  owing  to  the  Irremovable  Act.  Surely,  when  you  come  to  con- 
sider the  difference  of  the  two  periods,  you  must  concede  that  prosperity  and 
adversity  must  have  a  great  deal  to  do  with  it,  and  that  it  is  impossible  to  com- 
pare a  prosperoi;s  year  with  an  adverse  one,  as  far  as  the  pavment  of  poor  rates 
is  concerned? — If  you  take  the  particular  parishes  said  to  be  injured,  and  the 
parishes  said  to  be  benefited,  and  you  find  that  there  is  the  same  proportion  in 
both,  it  will  show  certainly  that  no  great  advantage  has  been  derived  by*the  close 
parishes ;  the  parishes  said  to  be  benefited  by  the  0()eration  of  the  Act. 

6760.  Supposing  what  you  have  slated  is  true,  and  it  is  in  your  mind  owing  to 
the  operation  of  the  Irremovable  Act,  will  you  state  to  the  Committee  whether 
you  would  make  any  alteration  in  the  Irremovable  Act,  or  would  you  allow  it  to 
stand  as  it  is  ? — ^The  fact  is,  that  at  present  there  is  no  union  rate  or  union  charge, 
properly  speaking ;  wfiat  is  called  the  union  charge  is  only  a  parochial  charge 
clumsily  apportioned.     The  apportionment  was  a  just  one  when  it  was  made. 

*  The  tntffl  ssm  paid  f«r  fli«  relief  of  the  poor  in  England  and  Wales,  ia  1847,  5,^98,785/. ;  \^S9f 
5^558,689/. 
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It  was  to  provide  a  new  machinery,  namely,  a  workhouse  and  officers  for  the 
reduction  of  pauperism,  and  it  was  just  that  those  who  had  most  use  for  the 
machine  should  pay  the  most  towards  it.  The  irremovable  poor  were  pnt  on  the 
common  fund  for  one  year  by  a  sort  of  accident,  pending  the  decision  of  the  law 
courts,  as  to  whether  the  five  years'  residence  were  to  be  retrospective  or  not ;  it 
was  not  intended  to  be  an  equal  union  charge,  but  a  substitute  for  one  year  for  the 
parochial  charge,  and  intended  to  be  parochially  divided.  I  have  little  doubt  but 
that  at  first  it  was  a  fair  apportionment  enough,  as  it  was  probable  that  the  town 
parishes  which  had  most  settled  poor  would  have  most  irremovable  poor ;  next 
the  large  villages,  and  lastly  the  small  country  parishes.  It  probably  made  very 
little  difference  in  the  incidence  of  the  rate  in  that  year,  and  now,  except  where 
new  communities  have  sprung  up,  I  believe  it  makes  little  difference.  In  such 
places  as  Birkenhead,  and  Hove,  where  new  and  populous  places  have  sprung  up, 
and  where  the  new  population  eannot  get  a  settlement  under  the  present  state  of 
the  law,  it  has  created  hardship. 

[The  Witne$s  delivered  in  the  following  Tables.^ 

Case  brought  forward  by  R^v.  Mark  Caxon,  Chairman  of  the  Wirral  Union. 

Case  of  small  Parishes  that  have  really  got  rid  of  or  conoealed  the  Cost  of  their  Poor,  from  a  probable  disinclination 
to  be  taxed  for  the  Support  of  the  Irremorable  Poor  of  Birkeohead,  from  which  Great  Neston  is  snfieriog. 


Inlubited  HoQMs. 

Populatioii. 

Value  of  Real  Property 

aawased  to  the  Property  Tax, 

uDder  Sdicdule  (A.) 

Paid  for  &e  Relief  of  tlie  Poor. 

Open  Pariabet. 

1813 

to 

1815. 

1825 
to 

1829. 

1830 

to 
1834. 

1847. 

1801. 

1841. 

1851. 

1801. 

1841. 

1851. 

1815. 

1843. 

1860. 

1859. 

£. 

£. 

£. 

Average. 

£. 

£. 

£. 

£. 

Birkenhetd         -        - 

16 

1,270 

3,228 

110 

8,223 

24,285 

1,732 

62,597 

231,599 

36 

56 

91 

1,059 

4^19 

Gnat  NertoD      - 

317 

848 

318 

1,^6 

1,701 

1,524 

3,169 

6,101 

- 

581 

621 

531 

420 

781 

5  Clote  Parisbei. 

Caidy         -        -        . 

17 

20 

21 

92 

104 

142 

800 

1.169 

^         . 

8 

10 

21 

11 

niL 

Grtaaley    -        -        - 

37 

33 

32 

123 

176 

177 

1,230 

1,205 

. 

40 

40 

63 

44 

1 

Overpool    -        -        - 

16 

IS 

14 

89 

96 

72 

506 

533 

- 

16 

10 

4 

4 

niL 

IfeUierpool 

1 

3 

4 

13 

89 

28 

002 

598 

- 

10 

18 

17 

niL 

niL 

Irby.        .        -        - 

91 

S3 

29 

105 

183 

180 

1,160 

1,038 

- 

42 

31 

19 

14 

4 

82 

94 

100 

422 

540 

594 

4,300 

4,542 

- 

116 

109 

124 

73 

5 

Case  brought  forward  by  the  Rer.  T.  Medland,  Vicar  ofSte^mg. 


3  Town  Pariahea. 

Population. 

Valne  of  Real  Property 

•aMtaed  to 

Property  Tax. 

Paid  for  Relief  of  Poor. 

1801. 

1851. 

1815. 

1843. 

1847. 

1850. 

£. 

£. 

Steyniog           .         -        .        - 

1,174 

1,464 

4,411 

8,528 

1,241 

1,146 

Heofield 

1,037 

1,664 

4,822 

10,369 

915 

970 

Hove 

101 

4,104 

1,889 

36»466 

966 

486 

This  can  easily  be  remedied  by  making  the  new  and  wealthy  place  pay  for  itself; 
give  an  easy  way  of  acquiring  a  parochial  settlement  and  the  matter  is  settled. 
I  believe  that  is  the  great  desideratum.  I  believe  that  if  a  five  years'  residence, 
or  a  three  years'  residence  were  turned  into  a  parochial  settlement,  that  it  would 
in  a  very  short  time  bring  things  into  their  proper  position,  and  uo«ld  relieve 
that  evil  which  has  sprung  up.  The  witnesses  have  been  talking  of  hardships, 
and  have  considered  this  charge  as  if  it  bad  been  intended  as  an  equal  union 
charge;  it  never  was  intended  as  any  such  thing;  it  was  intended  as  an  adjust- 
ment for  one  year  only,  and  as  the  easiest  adjustment  of  the  parochial  charge  for 
the  year. 

6761.  Chairman.']  As  far  as  I  collect, you  have  formed  an  opinion  as  lo  the  policy 
of  the  Act,  at  least  as  far  as  the  principle  goes,  and  you  also  object  to  removals ; 
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T.  tV.Knighij  Esq.  but  you  would  carry  it  further,  and  confer  settlement  instead  of  irremovability  ; 
u.  p.  is  that  so  ? — I  consider  irremovability  is  merely  a  sort  of  bastard  settlement,  and 

is,  I  think,  a  very  bad  thing.     Pitt  proposed,    in  1 794  or  1 796,  that  five  years' 

«5  J«Jy  *86o.  residence  should  confer  a  settlement.  If  that  had  been  done  in  1 846,  we  should 
not  be  in  our  present  difficulty.  Irremovability  is  a  bad  and  awkward  substitute 
for  settlement ;  its  inferiority  to  settlement  is  most  plainly  to  be  seen  in  the  case  of 
the  Irish  poor.  Many  witnesses  have  told  us! that,  from  the  moment  Irish  labourers 
take  up  their  residence  in  a  parish,  they  look  forward  to  gaining  a  five  years'  irre- 
movability ;  that  they  will  endure  the  greatest  hardship  until  they  have  gained  it ; 
and  that  when  once  they  have  gained  it,  they  can  scarcely  ever  be  induced  to  break 
their  residence  by  moving  about  in  search  of  work.  They  remain  fixed,  and  con- 
gregate in  unhealthy  colonies  in  our  large  towns.  They  dare  not  move  into 
another  parish,  as  they  would  be  liable  at  once  to  be  removed  to  Ireland  on  apply- 
ing for  relief.  The  law  must  tell  in  the  same  way  on  our  English  poor,  though 
perhaps  it  is  not  so  easily  seen  among  them.  The  only  thing  that  can  possibly 
put  the  Irish  poor  on  a  proper  footing  here,  is  by  making  some  new  head  of  settle- 
ment which  they  can  obtain  without  too  great  difficulty.  No  modification  of 
irremovability  can  be  of  any  service  to  them ;  they  wish  to  be  able  to  gain  an 
English  settlement ;  to  become  Englishmen^  removable  to  the  place  of  their  English 
settlement  only.  They  should  have  some  means  afforded  them  of  becoming  English- 
men, and  of  losing  their  Irish  nationality  for  purposes  of  relief.  With  regard  to 
the  plan  of  extending  the  area  of  irremovability  from  the  parish  to  the  union, 
which  has  been  discussed  by  thetwitnesscs,  I  would  remark  that  it  would  be  of  the 
smallest  possible  advantage  to  the  Irish.     The  Irish  live  generally  in  the  large  town 

})arishes,  which  are  unions  in  themselves,  so  that  in  nine  cases  out  of  ten  the  area 
or  them  would  remain  the  same  as  it  is  now.  This  plan  was  proposed  by  Mr. 
Baines,  in  the  Report  of  his  Committee  on  the  removal  of  Irish  |)oor,  but  it  is  a 
delusion  and  a  snare  to  them,  and  was  of  no  use,  except  to  keep  them  from 
insisting  on  that  which  they  have  a  right  to  insist  on,  a  tolerably  easy  mode  of 
getting  a  settlement.  If  the  Irish  lived  in  and  were  removed  from  the  large  agri- 
cultural  unions,  consisting  of  many  parishes,  it  would  be  of  use  to  them  ;  but  this 
is  not  so.  I  can  state,  from  having  examined  the  returns,  that  I  think  five  out 
of  six  paupers,  who  are  removed  to  Ireland,  come  from  parishes  which  are  unions 
in  themselves ;  many  are  removed  from  the  large  London  parishes,  Liverpool, 
and  Manchester;  and  there  are  one  or  two  places,  Bristol,  Exeter,  and  Plymouth, 
that  are  associations  under  local  Acts,  which  is  the  same  thing. 

6762.  Chairman.]  You  would  give  those  Irish  a  settlement  in  those  places  ?^ 
I  think  that  five  years  ought  to  give  them  a  parochial  settlement. 

6763.  Is  it  not  the  result,  that  you  would  give  them  irremovability  altogether 
from  the  union  ? — Certainly  not  from  the  union ;  we  should  give  them  parochial 
settlement,  and  they  would  then  be  able  safely  to  change  their  residence  in  search 
of  work.  For  instance,  suppose  a  town  is  in  great  distress,  and  there  is  no  work 
for  the  Irish  population.  The  Irish  will  not  leave  it;  they  will  remain  durinor 
the  greatest  possible  distress  for  two  or  three  years ;  they  will  remain  **  festering,'* 
I  may  say.  I  have  seen  it  at  Kidderminster.  They  will  not  leave  the  town  in 
which  they  have  become  irremovable,  or  hope  shortly  to  become  irremovable. 

6764.  How  could  parochial  settlement  act  in  that  way  ? — If  they  could  acquire 
a  parochial  settlement  they  would  go  immediately  in  search  of  work,  because  they 
would  have  gained  a  parochial  settlement  in  England,  and  would  be  removable  to 
the  English  place  of  settlement  only,  and  not  to  Ireland. 

6765.  Where  would  they  go  to  ? — Anywhere  where  work  was  plentiful. 
6760.  You  think  they  would  not  be  irremovable  in  the  union  ? — I  have  already 

explained  that  the  extension  of  irremovability  to  the  union  is  a  delusion  as 
regards  benefit  to  the  Irish,  because  the  great  parishes  that  remove  the  Irish  are 
unions  in  themselves. 

6767.  Mr.  Barrow.'\  A  settlement  is  acquired  by  sleeping  and  not  by  working. 
You  do  not  dispute  that  fact ;  residence  means  nothing  more  than  sleeping  and 
not  working.  Do  you  mean  to  alter  the  law  of  settlement  in  that  respect  ? — My 
own  opinion,  if  you  ask  me  about  the  law,  is  that  which  many  of  the  witnesses 
have  expressed  here,  and  among  others  Mr.  Lumley.  A  very  great  mistake  was 
made  in  destroying  the  old  law  of  hiring  and  service,  instead  of  amending  it,  and 
limiting  its  duration  so  as  not  to  be  able  to  go  back  for  an  indefinite  number  of 
years.  By  destroying  it  altogether  you  have  taken  away  the  chief  mode  by 
which  people  got  new  settlements  in  small  parishes. 

6768.  I  wish 
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6768.  I  wish  to  point  out  what  the  effect  will  be :  you  take  it  for  granted  that  F.W.Kmg^^taq. 
the  parochial  settlement,  which  you  assume  should  follow  five  years'  residence,  is  ^*^' 

a  parochial  settlement ;  after  five  years'  sleeping  in  a  parish  without  any  refer- 
ence  to  working  in  it.  Assuming  that,  then  I  g-ive  you  an  instance  which  came 
before  the  Committee  of  Chesterfield,  in  which  there  are  several  thousands  of 
workmen  working  in  the  neighbouring  parishes :  would  you  think  it  fair  or  right 
to  affiHate  that  immense  mass  of  persons,  the  benefit  of  whose  work  was  shared 
by  other  people,  upon  the  property  of  that  single  parish  r — For  my  own  part,  I 
should  very  much  like  to  see  an  amelioration  of  the  law  of  settlement  by  service 
established,  not,  however,  to  be  extended  to  ancestral  settlements.  I  think  it 
would  be  a  very  great  improvement.  I  do  not,  however,  believe  that  a  large 
working  population  living  in  a  parish  working  out  of  it,  and  bringing  home 
good  wages,  impoverishes  the  parish  in  which  they  live,  but  quite  the  contrary. 

6769.  The  whole  of  that  population,  from  a  change  in  work,  a  strike  for  instance, 
may  be  thrown  at  once  upon  that  parish  ;  then  they  would  bring  home  no  wages ; 
you  must  carry  that  in  your  recollection  as  you  continue  your  argument  r — ^I 
think  the  thing  that  wants  trying,  is  a  rate  in  aid  for  parishes  which  become 
suddenly  overburdened  in  that  manner. 

6770.  I  wish  to  call  your  attention  to  a  particular  point  with  reference  to  this 
inquiry :  you  say  that  it  would  be  of  no  value  to  an  Irishman  whether  his 
residence  were  in  the  union  or  in  the  parish ;  now  in  that  union  of  Chesterfield 
there  are  probably  20  coal  mines  and  a  great  many  ironstone  mines,  and  an 
immense  quantity  of  labour  in  different  parishes  in  the  union  ;  so  that  men  who 
are  living  in  Chesterfield,  being  driven  out  of  Chesterfield  by  extreme  pressure 
upon  it,  could  find  20  places  in  the  same  union  in  which  they  might  find  work  ? — 
If  they  acquire  a  settlement  in  Chesterfield,  they  would  leave  at  once  in  search 
of  work,  in  cases  of  distress  in  Chesterfield.  Mr.  Peach  gave  evidence  about  Ches- 
terfield, and  he  brought  forward  five  close  agricultural  parishes  which,  he  said,  were 
in  the  habit  of  driving  their  labourers  from  Chesterfield.  I  do  not  think  there  is 
any  appearance  on  the  statistics  of  these  people  having  been  driven  out. 

[The  Witness  delivered  in  the  following  Table.] 
Case  made  by  tbe  Rev.  W,  Peach,  Vice  Chairman  of  Chesterfield  Union. 

The  charge  is :  (8639,  &c.)  That  in  consequence  of  the  Irremoyable  Act,  there  are  num- 
berless cases  of  persons  settled  in  close  parishes,  having  gone  to  live  in  out  parishes  of  the 
union,  and  become  irremovable  there. 

(8642.)  That  they  have  relieved  the  close  parishes  from  their  present  pauperism,  which  is 
now  charged  to  the  union  fund. 

(8629.)  Mr.  Peach  alluded  chiefly  to  some  half  dozen  close  parishes,  of  which  he  named 
the  following  five. 


5  CkMe  PariahM. 

Inhabited  Hoasei. 

Valoe 
of  Real  Property 

Property  Tax. 

Paid  for  the 

Relief  of  the  Poor 

in 

1816. 

1841. 

1861. 

1801. 

1841. 

1851. 

1815. 

1843. 

1847. 

1859. 

Grett  Barlow 

Morton 

Stavely 

Satton-cnm-Duekinanwortli 

Wiogerworth .        -        - 

115 
34 

326 
96 
92 

128 

38 

497 

113 

91 

128 
50 

720 
97 
91 

552 
109 
1,653 
515 
500 

627 
187 
2,688 
628 
484 

636 
257 
3,998 
587 
463 

2,112 
1,077 
9,084 
5,879 
3,240 

£. 

2,789 

1,224 
11,055 

5,404 
2,998 

115 
50 

630 
64 

127 

£. 

194 
16 
824 
177 
235 

653 

867 

1,086 

3,329 

4,614 

5,941 

21,392 

23,470 

986 

1,446 

Note. — ^The  coal  mines  have  ceased  to  be  worked  in  Sutton-cum-Duckraanworth,  which  is 
enough  to  account  for  the  decrease  of  houses. 


-  11     in  the  £. 
1     8 


These  6  close  parishes  paid  on  the  property  assessment,  in  1847  - 
Ditto        ...        ditto        -        .        -        in  1869  - 
Being  an  increase  of  4  d.  in  the  £. 

While  Chesterfield  paid  on  the  property  assessment  -    -  in  1847  -    •    2    - 
Ditto        -        .        .        ditto        -        -        -        in  1869  -    -     1     8} 
Being  a  decrease  of  8}  d.  in  the  £. 

80  that  the  efiFect  of  the  Irremovable  Act  has  been  more  favourable  to  Chesterfield  than  the 
close  parishes. 

0.95.  303  6771.  Chairman.'] 
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¥.  W.  KnightflAq,  6771.  Chairman.]  Are  you  referring  to  what  he  said? — I  am  referring  to  the 
V.F.  statistics  of  the  parishes  tliat  he  gave  us.     I  find  that  the  inhabited  houses  in  those 

parishes  have  increased  froni  653  in  1815  to  1,086  in  1851,  and  that  the  popu- 

25  Julj  i860,  lation  has  increased  from  3,329  in  1801  to  5,941  in  1851 ;  I  also  find  that  the 
amount  paid  for  the  rehef  ot  the  poor  in  those  parishes  was,  in  1847,  986/.,  and 
in  1859  it  had  increased  to  1,446  /.  So  that  they  have  not  shifted  their  rates  to 
Chesterfield.  There  is  only  one  of  the  parishes  in  which  the  houses  have  de* 
creased  between  .1841  and  1851,  and  there  Mr,  Peach  told  us  that  the  coal  mines 
had  ceased  to  be  worked ;  in  Sutton-cum*Duckmansworth  there  had  been  a 
decrease  of  17  houses,  but  the  coal  mines  bad  ceased  to  work,  which,  I  think, 
accounted  for  the  decrease.  The  other  parishes  had  provided  a  large  excess  of 
houses. 

6772.  Have  you  any  personal  acquaintance  with  that  district  r — No* 

6773-  You  never  were  in  the  place  ? — No. 

6774.  And  have  no  property  there  ? — No. 

6775*  Do  you  know  a  single  human  being  there?— No.  I  know  all  that  one 
can  know  from  the  statistics  before  us ;  I  know  the  houses  have  increased^  and 
the  population  has  increased.  I  know  the  amount  actually  paid  for  the  relief  of 
the  poor  during  the  12  years.  Chesterfield  cannot  make  out  any  case  of  injary 
against  those  parishes. 

6776.  Sir  William  AfHes.']  Some  of  the  witnesses  have  proposed  to  raise  a  union 
fund  equally  from  all  the  property  in  the  union  to  support  the  irremovable  poor 
and  lunatics,  and  defray  other  charges  oat  of  that  fund  ;  what  is  your  opinion  of 
that  suggestion  ? — I  think  it  is  simply  a  plan  for  establishing  an  increased  area  of 
rating.  If  this  proposal  is  carried,  a  large  extension  of  the  area  of  rating  must 
follow.  About  one-third  of  the  poor  are  now  five  year**  poor.  It  is  then  proposed 
to  reduce  the  time  to  three  years,  which  will  largely  increase  the  number.  The 
three  years*  poor  and  lunatics,  and  the  common  charges,  are  to  be  thrown  upon  this 
union  fund.  I  have  no  doubt  that  this  measure  will  at  once  make  more  than  half 
the  charges  equal  union  charges,  and-  that  the  rest  would  soon  follow^  as  every 
poor  man  who  changes  his  parish  will  become  a  union  pauper  when  he  wants 
relief. 

6777.  What  is  your  opinion  as  to  changing  the  system  of  taking  the  averages; 
not  taking  the  averages  as  they  are  now  taken,  upon  the  pauperism,  but  taking  the 
averages  upon  the  rateability  of  the  parishes  ? — I  think  it  will  only  be  proposed 
by  those  who  wish  for  a  union  rate.  It  is  absolutely  and  positively  certain  that  a 
union  rate  will  follow  immediately  ;  that  it  is  only  a  step  to  a  union  rate.  Mr. 
Chadwick  laid  down  before  the  Committee  of  1847  on  this  Act,  the  principle 
which  he  proposed  ;  which  be  thought  ought  to  be  followed  in  poor  law  legislation. 
He  thought  that  by  degrees  all  the  parochial  system  ought  to  be  abolished  ;  that 
the  unions  ought  to  be  extended  to  quarter  county  districts,  and  that  they  ought  to 
be  placed  entirely  under  paid  officers.  He  said  he  would  allow  the  guardiaas  to 
meet  once  a  month  to  supervise,  but  on  no  aceount  to  interfere.  He  proposed  to 
begin  with  union  rating.  He  said  it  must  not  all  be  done  at  once,  but  must 
be  done  step  by  step,  according  as  the  people  would  stand  it,  in  fact.  Now  this 
is  a  step  whick  once  taken  never  can  be  gone  back  fronn,  and  if  you  once  adopt  this 
step,  you  must  adopt  all  the  rest  which  will  follow.  It  is  quite  impossible  if  you 
establish  union  rating  that  you  can  stop  there*  The  only  reasons  that  have  been 
given  for  the  extension  of  the  area  of  rating  before  this  Committee,  are  in  the 
first  place  this  close  parish  case,  which  I  maintain  has  broken  down  in  every 
instance,  except  in  one  or  two,  which  I  can  explain  to  the  Committee ;  and  in 
the  second  place,  the  injustice  of  inequality  of  rating.  Many  witnesses  came  here 
solely  to  complain  of  inequality  Of  rating,  and  the  moment  you  allow  the  argu- 
ment of  inequality  of  rating  as  a  ground  for  equalisation,  that  argument  cannot 
possibly  stop  with  union  rating;  it  must  go  forward.  I  have  some  figures  here 
which  will  show  the  difference  of  the  unions. 

6778.  Chairman.^  This  is  a  speculation,  not  any  reference  to  evidence  that 
has  been  given,  or  facts  that  have  been  stated  upon  tlie  poinL  It  is  what  possibly 
may  happen,  like  the  end  of  the  world,  amongst  other  things.  I  think  we  cannot 
speculate  upon  it? — Unions  differ  so  much  that  any  argument  you  can  use  for 
making  one  union  an  area  for  chargeability  must  be  bad  for  another.  There  are 
in  England  and  Wales  15  unions  averaging  165,533  acres  each;  15  unions 
averaging  2,561  acres  each ;  20  unions  averaging  92,508  persons  ia  each ;  and 
20  unions  averaging  3,924  persons  in  each;  and  the  difference  of  rating  i? 
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equally  marked.     J  have  a  division  of  36  unions  taken  from  different  parts  of  F.W.Knighi^lRsq. 
England,  given  before  the  Committee  of  the  House  of  Lords  in  1850  ;  14  unions  ^'^ 

under  1  s.  in  the  pound  ;  1 1  unions  between   1  s.  and   2  s. ;  six  unions  between  .  .     TT 

2^.  and  3^.;  and  four  unions  between  3  5.  and  45.  If  that  argument  of  in-  5  uyi 
equality,  which  is  the  only  argument  that  has  been  used  for  raising  the  common 
fund  equally  over  the  union,  is  to  be  acted  upon,  it  is  impossible  that  you  can 
stop  at  union  rating,  you  must  go  further.  You  cannot  possibly  say  that  if 
one  parish  is  injured  because  it  pays  2  *.,  and  the  parish  near  i%  pays  6  rf.,  that  the 
unions  are  not  to  be  put  in  the  same  category ;  where  one  union  pays  2  5.,  and* 
another  union  6  d.y  you  must  again  equalise  them. 

6779.  Sir  William  Miles.]  Your  idea  is  that  the  greater  the  number  of  the 
charges  you  throw  upon  the  common  fund,  the  nearer  you  approach  union  rating, 
although  you  have  no  union  rating  at  all  at  present? — Yes,  supposing  the  fund 
to  be  levied  as  now  proposed. 

6780.  Are  there  any  other  suggestions  that  you  wish  to  make  relative  to  the 
Irremovable  Act  ? — I  would  make  all  the  irremovable  paupers  who  have  resided 
five  years  parochial  paupers,  and  then  I  should  give  each  parish  and  union  a 
security  that  they  should  not  be  Overburdened. 

6781.  What  security  would  you  give? — I  should  give  them  the  security  of 
an  allowance  from  a  union  or  district  rate  when  their  rates  exceded  a  cei-taifl 
amount.  Something  like  this  was  proposed  by  a  Committee  in  1794,  that  sat 
to  inquire  into  gi^at  temporary  distress  in  some  parts  of  London.  They  pro* 
posed  then  as  a  remedy^  that  which  I  should  now  propose ;  that  was  a  Com* 
tnittee  upon  which  all  the  great  men  of  the  day  sat^  and  they  say,  in  theii^ 
report,  *'  Your  Committee,  in  proceeding  to  consider  the  remedy  for  the  evil 
which  they  have  staled,  have  adverted  to  a  clause  in  the  Act  of  the  43d 
year  of  the  reign  of  Queen  Elizabeth,  intituled,  *  An  Act  for  the  relief  of  thi^ 
Poor,'  by  which  it  is  enacted,  that  •  if  the  justices '  charged  with  the  execu* 
tion  of  that  Act  shall  *  perceive  that  the  inhabitants  of  any  parish  are  not 
able  to  levy  among  themselves  sufficient  sums  of  money  for  the  purposes  of  the 
Act,  that  then  two  justices  may  tax,  rate  and  assess  as  aforesaid  any  other  of 
other  parishes,  or  out  of  any  parish  within  the  hundred  where  the  said  parish  is^ 
to  pay  such  sum  and  sums  of  money  to  the  churchwardens  and  overseers  of  th^s 
said  poor  parish  for  the  said  purposes  as  the  said  justices  shall  think  fit ;  and  if 
the  said  hundred  shall  not  be  thought  to  the  said  justices  able  and  fit  to  relieve 
the  said  several  parishes  not  able  to  provide  for  themselves  as  aforesaid,  then  the 
justices  of  peace,  at  their  general  quarter  sessions,  or  the  greater  number  of 
them,  shall  rate  and  assess,  as  aforesaid,  any  other  of  other  parishes,  or  out  of 
any  parish  within  the  said  county,  for  the  purposes  aforesaid,  as  in  their  dis- 
cretion shall  seem  fit.*  This  clause  when  acted  upon,  as  it  has  been  in  some 
instances,  is  understood  to  have  led  to  great  litigation  between  parishes,  and  to 
have  failed  of  much  of  its  intended  etfect ;  and  the  mode  of  carrying  it  into 
execution  appears  to  your  Committee  to  be  particularly  ill-calculated  to  provide 
a  remedy  for  the  evil  which  they  have  desoribed.  1'hough  it  affords  a  clear  proof 
of  the  general  intention  of  the  Legislature  in  this  respect,  it  shows  that  it  was 
not  the  purpose  of  Parliament  that  parishes  burthened  in  a  particular  manner 
with  poor  should  be  so  far  insulated  from  all  others  as  never  to  call  upon  them 
for  relief;  and  that  even  whole  counties  were  considered  as  liable,  if  necessary, 
to  be  charged  with  additional  poor  rates,  in  order  to  ease  contiguous  parishes 
which  were  unduly  burthened  ;  but  in  respect  of  apportioning  the  new  burtheti^ 
it  gives  much  more  discretion  to  the  magistrates  than  they  can  be  supposed 
desirous  of  exercising,  while  also  (leaving  evidently  out  of  its  cofitempldtiOft 
the  case  of  a  few  adjacent  parishes,  all  equally  disabled  frotfl  mppotting 
their  poor,  through  their  contiguity  to  the  metropolis),  it  directs  (he  levy-* 
ing  of  the  auxiliary  rate  only  in  a  part  of  that  particular  hundred  wbieh 
comprehends  the  parish  or  parishes  in  distress;  except  indeed  that  a  hen 
such  whole  hundred  shall  have  been  rendered  in  the  same  degree  incapable  of 
affording  further  support  to  the  poor,  direction  is  then  given  to  raise  the 
whole  sum  that  is  necessary  arbitrarily  in  any  part  of  the  same  county.  But 
however  defective  this  clause  in  the  Act  of  Elizabeth  may  be,  the  general  principle 
of  it  is  so  equitable  in  itself,  and  is  so  easily  rendered  applicable  to  the  case  of 
overburthened  parishes  adjoining  to  London,  that  your  Committee  at'e  induced 
to  express  their  very  clear  opinion  of  the  expediency  of  so  far  following  it,  as  to 
authorise  the  raising  of  some  local  fund  for  the  purpose  of  easing  the  three 

0.95.  3  c  4  parishes. 
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JFHT.JTfi^^, Esq.  parishes,  of  whose  distress  complaints  have  been  made.     The  sum  wanted,  ia 
"•'•  order  both  to  discharge  a  chief  part  of  their  present  very  oppressive  debts,  to 

— ~ — TT"  relieve  some  of  the  more  indigent  housekeepers  now  charged  to  the  rates,  and  to 
95  Jay  1  00.  provide  until  the  season  of  the  next  harvest  a  fund  for  the  support  of  the  poor, 
that  shall  bear  some  proportion  to  the  funds  for  that  purpose  which  are  withia 
the  power  of  other  parishes,  will  probably  be  between  20,000  /.  and  30,000  /.,  a 
sum  so  light  when  levied  on  the  whole  metropolis,  and  so  evidently  called  for  by 
the  necessity  of  the  case,  that  your  Committee  trust  the  propriety  of  such  a 
measure  as  they  now  propose  will  be  generally  felt.  Whether  this  sum  may  best 
be  raised  by  a  small  addition  to  the  present  poor  rates,  subject  possibly  to  some 
general  as  well  as  particular  exemption,  or  by  a  per  centage  calculated  on  certaia 
of  the  assessed  taxes  paid  by  persons  in  the  metropolis,  or  by  any  other  local  fund, 
must  be  a  subject  for  the  consideration  of  the  House.  Your  Committee  in  the 
meantime,  from  the  pressing  exigency  of  the  case,  think  it  necessary  to  recom- 
mend that,  with  a  view  to  the  immediate  case  of  the  parishes  in  question,  the 
House  shall  address  His  Majesty,  that  he  would  be  graciously  pleased  to  advance 
for  their  use,  out  of  the  Civil  List,  such  sum  as  may  be  deemed  necessary,  assuring 
His  Majesty  that  the  House  will  proceed  to  make  good  the  same ;  and  your 
Committee  beg  leave  to  express  their  opinion,  that  it  ou^ht  to  be  made  good  out 
of  such  local  fund  as  shall  be  provided  by  Parliament  for  that  purpose.  Your 
Committee  have  only  further  to  observe,  that  they  trust  the  levying  of  a  local  tax 
through  the  metropolis,  with  the  view  which  has  been  stated,  will  not  be  con- 
sidered  as  opening  the  way  to  any  invasion  of  that  general  principle  of  the  poor 
laws,  by  which  parishes  which  have  sufficient  means  of  maintaining  their  poor 
are  exclusively  charged  with  their  support,  a,  principle  which  they  deem  highly 
conducive  to  the  good  management  of  the  poor,  and  respecting  the  preservatioa 
of  which  the  House  can  scarcely  be  too  jealous.  Your  Committee  conceive  that 
the  measure  now  proposed,  being  founded  on  the  principle  laid  down  in  one  of  the 
clauses  of  that  Act  from  which  the  poor  laws  of  this  country  took  their  rise ;  and 
being  also  called  for  by  the  singular  circumstances  of  the  district  which  they  have 
described,  as  well  as  by  the  extraordinary  pressure  of  the  present  time,  will  form 
no  precedent  that  can  be  pleaded,  except  in  some  case  of  similar  emergency,  and 
in  a  like  period  of  deamess  of  provisions  and  consequent  distress/' 

They  propose  that  a  rate  in  aid  should  be  able  to  be  established  tor  an  over- 
burdened parish ;  now  I  should  propose  that  a  town  parish  should  be  protected 
against  any  treo)endous  influx  of  rates  by  some  provision  of  that  sort.  I  have 
in  my  hand  two  Bills  which  were  brought  into  Parliament  for  the  relief  of  des- 
titute poor  in  Ireland,  which  contained  precisely  the  sort  of  enactment  which  I 
should  propose;  one  of  those  Bills  was  brought  in  on  the  1st  of  March  1847  by 
•   Lord  Jolm  Russell,  Sir  George  Grey,  and  Mr.  Labouchere. 

678*2.  Mr.  Henry  Herbert.]  Is  that  the  Rate  in  Aid  Bill? — It  was  a  Bill 
brought  in  during  the  discussion  of  the  Rate  in  Aid  Bill.  The  principle  is  an 
exceedingly  fair  one  for  ordinary  times  and  circumstances.  This  Bill  passed  the 
House  of  Commons,  but  was  rejected  by  the  House  of  Lords,  because  it  was  sup- 
posed that  at  that  time  a  union  rate  could  noc  be  levied.  Wiiole  districts  in  Ire- 
land were  in  a.  state  of  starvation  together,  and  therefore  it  could  not  be  levied. 
Tlie  provision  for  a  rate  in  aid  runs  thus :  clause  10,  *^  And  be  it  enacted,  that 
wherever  the  expenses  chargeable  to  an  electoral  division  of  a  union  in  Ireland, 
in  any  one  half  year,  shall  exceed  a  sum  amounting  to  is.  3d.  in  the  pound  on 
the  net  annual  value  of  such  division,  a  portion  of  the  said  expenses,  amounting 
to  I  ^.  3  £^.  in  the  pound,  shall  be  charged  to  the  said  electoral  division,  and  the 
remainder  thereof  shall  be  charged  to  the  union  at  large.'*  The  second  Bill  was 
brought  in,  25  April  1849,  by  Lord  John  Russell  and  Sir  William  Somerville. 
The  following  provision  is  proposed  for  a  rate  in  aid :  **  And  be  it  enacted,  that 
from  and  after  the  4)assing  of  this  Act  the  Board  of  Guardians  of  each  union 
in  Ireland  shall,  on  the  29th  day  of  September  in  each  year,  make  up  and 
transmit  to  the  Poor  Law  Comniissioners  of  Ireland  an  account  in  writing 
of  the  sums  of  money  expended  in  such  year  for  the  purposes  aforesaid, 
and  chargeable  upon  each  electoral  division  of  such  union ;  and  if,  upon 
an  examination  of  such  account,  it  shall  appear  to  the  said  Commissioners 
that  the  amount  chargeable  upon  any  electoral  division  or  electoral  divisions 
within  such  union  for  one  whole  year,  ending  on  the  29th  day  of  September 
in  each  year,  exclusive  of  any  sum  payable  by  such  electoral  division  in 
respect  of  any  excess  charged  and  chargeable  upon  the  union  at  large,  as  here- 
inafter 
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inafter  provided,  and  also  of  any  sum  or  sums  payable  by  such  electoral  division  F.W.KnightiEBa. 

under  the  authority  of  any  such  Act  of  Parliament  as  hereinbefore  mentioned,  ^'^' 

exceeds  the  sum  which  would  be  produced  by  a  rate  of  5s.  in  the  pound  upon  the 

net  annual  value  of  the  property  mteable  to  the  relief  of  the  poor  in  such  electoral      ^•^•'"  7  *    ^* 

division  ;  and  it  shall  be  proved,  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  said  commissioners,  that 

a  rate  ur  rates  for  such  year,  to  the  amount  of  5^.  in  the  pound,  or  so  much 

thereof  as  with  due  diligence  it  has  been  practicable  to  levy,  has  or  have  been 

levied  within  such  electoral  division  within  such  year,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the 

said  commissioners,  by  order  under  their  hands,  to  declare  the  excess  beyond  such 

sum  to  be  a  charge  and  chargeable  upon  the   union  at  large,  within  which  such 

electoral  division  or  electoral  divisions  shall  be  situate,  and  thereupon  such  excess 

shall  be  a  charge  and  chargeable  upon  such  union  at  large." 

6783.  Sir  Wilham  Miles.]  Would  you  recommend  that  immediately  the  town 
parishes  have  to  pay  a  rate  of  5^.  in  the  pound,  that  anything  above  that  should 
be  paid  out  of  the  union  fund  ? — I  think  it  might  be  taken  at  a  much  lower  rate 
than  5^.  in  the  pound. 

6784.  What  rate  would  you  recommend  ? — I  should  think  on  a  proper  and 
full  assessment,  it  might  be  done  at  3  s.  in  the  pound ;  it  would  be  a  way  of 
establishing  a  union  rate  for  a  particular  emergency  only,  and  it  would  not 
ordinarily  interfere  with  the  parochial  management  of  the  poor,  and  with  the  local 
interests  which  is  so  necessary  for  the  careful  administration  of  the  poor's  rates. 

6785.  Mr.  Barrow.]  You  would  not,  in  fact,  add  to  the  irremovable  poor?  — 
I  should  have  no  irremovable  poor. 

6786.  You  would  charge  upon  some  districts,  more  or  less,  the  distress  of  the 
manufacturing  population  ? — I  should  do  that,  but  in  cases  of  emergency  only. 

6787.  Chairman.^  You  have  published  a  work  on  these  matters,  have  not  you? 
— ^Yes ;  but  tnost  of  what  I  have  been  saying  to-day,  is  not  in  that  work. 

Mr.  Henry  Potter^  called  in ;  and  Examined. 

6788.  CJiairman.]  WHAT  are  you? — I  am  the  vice-chairman  of  the  West  yit.  Henry  Potter. 
London  Union.  -— 

6789.  What  do  you  wish  to  communicate  to  this  Committee  ? — When  we  remove 
persons  to  Ireland  they  get  money  and  are  sent  back  to  England,  and  on  one  special 
case  we  bad  some  correspondence  with  the  Poor  Law  Board,  commencing  on  the 
27lh  of  August  1 857,  that  will  explain  in  one  case  the  proceeding  that  takes  place 
even  in  hundreds ;  we  have  the  evidence  in  that  case.  We  removed  from  the  parish 
of  which  I  am  the  guardian  a  woman  with  three  children  to  Ireland,  and  perhaps  I 
had  better  give  you  her  evidence,  taken  and  signed  by  her,  as  to  how  she  got  back 
again.  I  may  state  that  when  we  removed  her  to  Ireland  we  took  care  that  she 
should  have  new  clothing  to  the  extent  of  3  Z.,  and  in  addition  to  that  we  took  out  of 
pledge  clothing  to  the  extent  of  1 55.  4^^/.;  we  gave  her  money,  as  we  always  do ;  we 
only  remove  through  the  legal  officer  appointed  by  the  City  of  London ;  that  she 
should  not  be  quite  destitute  on  landing  in  Ireland. 

6790.  What  was  the  name  of  the  woman? — ^The  name  of  ihe  woman  is  Anne 
Twist. 

6791 .  What  is  the  date  ? — ^I'he  27th  of  August  1 857. 

6792.  What  money  did  you  give  her  ? — Seven  shillings. 

6793.  Where  was  she  to  be  removed  to? — To  Cork. 

.  6794.  What  place  in  the  country  was  she  to  go  to  ;  was  she  a  native  of  Cork  ? 
— Our  duty  at  the  union  is  to  give  a  pass  from  London  to  arrive  in  a  certain 
county  ;  we  remove  to  Cork,  Dublin,  or  Limerick ;  her  parish  was  somewhere  in 
the  county  of  Cork. 

6795*  Can  you  name  the  place  that  she  was  a  native  of? — I  cannot  tell  you 
that ;  her  own  evidence  does  not  clearly  give  that. 

6796.  Why  did  you  select  Cork  as  ihe  place  to  convey  her  to? — Because  of  its 
being  the  nearest  point  ^^here  she  said  in  her  examination  she  lived. 

6797.  Where  did  she  say  ? — I  cannot  tell  you  ;  I  am  not  the  removing  officer; 
we  always  take  care  in  removing  them  that  it  is  so ;  that  is  the  condition  of  the 
removal. 

6798.  Sir  William  Miles.]  Was  her  examination  taken  before  a  magistrate  ? — 
Yes,  her  deposition  was  taken  before  a  magistrate  ;  we  never  remove  without. 

6799.  Do  the  magistrates  take  as  loose  evidence  as  this ;  "  I  was  born  in 
0^5.  3D  Ireland;'' 
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Mr. H'PtHer.     Ireland ;"  and  then  you  send  her  to  Cork  or  Dublin ?— No;  Cork  was  the  nearest 

place  to  where  she  resided. 
25  July  1800.  6800.  Did  not  she  say  where  she  had  resided  ? — Undoubtedly  she  said  where 

she  was  bom.  I  want  simply  10  show  you  that  it  was  a  legal  removal ;  there 
can  be  no  question  of  that.  Sl^e  was  removed;  and,  about  four  weeks  after 
her  removal,  she  returned  again  to  the  parish  of  St.  Andrew's,  Holborn,  and 
became  charfjeable,  and  we  at  once  corresponded  with  the  Poor  Law  Board.  I 
wrote  to  the  Poor  Law  Board,  and  I  will  just  read  to  you  the  reasons  she  gave 
for  returning.  She  says,  **  I  came  to  the  house  on  Saturday  afternoon  with  my 
three  children,  and  was  sent  to  Ireland,  about  six  weeks  ago,  with  my  three 
children.  Mr.  Wright  took  me  10  the  boat;  we  landed  at  Cork,  and  took  lodging 
the  same  night  in  Cork,  and  paid  6  d.  for  it.  The  next  day  I  went  to  Mallow, 
21  miles  from  Cork,  and  paid  is.  T d.  for  my  fare,  I  got  there  on  Monday,  and 
stopped  there  until  the  next  Friday.  I  had  only  the  money  Mr.  Wright  '*  (that 
is  our  oflScer)  "  gave  me.  The  mate  of  the  vessel  gave  it  to  me ;  it  was  7  s. ; 
and  I  went  into  the  Mallow  workhouse  on  Friday.  I  went  before  the  Board  on 
the  same  day.  They  said  I  did  not  belong  to  that  place,  nor  did  my  husband,  but 
that  they  would  admit  me  for  a  few  days.  There  I  remained  in  that  workhouse 
for  about  a  fortnight.  I  left  it  on  the  Tuesday,  and  left  of  my  own  accord  at 
the  end  of  the  fortnight.  I  then  came  to  Mallow,  which  is  a  short  distance  from 
the  workhouse,  and  stopped  from  Tuesday  until  Friday.  I  then  came  back 
to  Cork  by  railway,  and  paid  6d.  for  my  lodging  on  the  night  of  my  arrival 
I  went  the  next  morning  before  the  mayor  of  Cork ;  nobody  told  me  to 
go.  I  stated  my  case  to  him,  and  asked  him  what  I  was  to  do.  He 
asked  me  where  my  husband  was,  and  I  told  him  I  did  not  know.  He 
asked  me  where  my  children  were  born,  and  I  told  him  in  London;  be 
asked  me  if  I  was  married,  and  I  said  yes ;  he  asked  me  what  parish  I  be- 
longed to,  and  I  told  him  1  belonged  to  St.  Andrew's,"  meaning  she  had  had  relief 
from  St.  Andrew's  before  she  was  removed  ;  "  he  asked  me  what  I  would  do  for 
a  living  if  I  got  there  again ;  I  said  I  would  work  for  my  living ;  he  then  gave 
me  an  order  to  admit  me  into  the  Cork  Workhouse  until  the  Wednesday  morning; 
I  went  into  the  workhouse,  and  I  left  on  the  Wednesday  morning  as  he  told  me, 
and  then  went  to  the  mayor's  oflSce  and  asked  if  the  mayor  was  there ;  the  cleric 
said  no,  but  went  to  him  and  brought  back  a  note  from  him,  and  gave  it  to  me; 
the  clerk  told  me  to  take  it  to  the  Bridewell,  and  I  took  it  to  the  BrideweU,  and  I 
gave  it  to  one  of  the  turnkeys;  there  was  a  gentleman  came  in  and  the  turnkey 
handed  it  to  him ;  the  gentleman  gave  me  6^.  5  rf.,  aud  he  told  me  to  go  and  get 
some  victuals  for  myself  and  children  ;  he  told  me  to  come  back  the  next  night 
and  sleep  in  Bridewell ;  I  stopped  there  for  the  night ;  the  next  morning  the 
turnkey  took  me  and  my  children  on  board  the  vessel ;  he  told  me  I  was  going  to 
London,  to  take  care  of  myself  and  children ;  just  before  I  went  on  board  the 
turnkey  paid  a  sovereign  for  my  passage ;  I  came  to  London  last  Monday  week ; 
I  was  born  in  the  county  of  Kilkenny."  That  is  her  statement ;  since  that  I 
corresponded  with  the  Poor  Law  Board,  asking  two  questions. 

6801.  Chairman.']  How  soon  did  she  become  chargeable? — ^Directly  she  landed 
in  London ;  having  slept  one  night  in  St.  Andrew,  Holborn. 

68u2.  Why  did  you  remove  her? — We  removed  her  because  she  was  born  in 
Ireland ;  she  had  not  obtained  a  setdement  in  England  at  all ;  we  had  removed 
her  because  she  believed  she  should  find  her  husband ;  she  was  a  deserted  woman 
with  three  children^ 

6803.  She  had  no  employment  ? — She  was  chargeable  upon  the  poor  rate ;  we 
took  her  examination  before  we  could  remove  her. 

'  6804.  When  she  came  back  and   became  chargeable,  you  took  her  before  a 
magistrate  ?  —Yes. 

080.5.  What  was  that  for  ? — To  remove  her  again. 

^806.  Was  that  the- real  reason  why  you  took  her  before  the  magistrate? — 
Yes. 

6807.  Because  she  was  chargeable  after  having  been  removed  ? — Yes. 

6808.  Then  she  made  this  depoiition  as  to  her  getting  back,  and  said  what 
you  have  read  ? — Yes,  she  refused  to  be  sworn  as  to  her  place  of  birth. 

6809.  Did  she  state  tliese  facts  before  the  magistrate  ? — ^This  was  the  statement 
she  made  to  our  examining  officer. 

6810.  Was  she  sworn  before  she  made  it  ? — No. 

6811.  Did  she  refuse  to  be  sworn? — ^Yes. 

68^2.  She 
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6812.  She  made  that  statement  and  signed  it? — ^Yes.  Mr. H. Potter. 

6813.  What  reason  had  she  for  refusing  to  besuom? — She  has  not  given  a        ~ 

reason  ;  she  did  not  want  to  go  back  to  Ireland.  15  July  1860. 

6814.  For  what  reason  did  she  refuse  to  be  sworn? — She  did  not  want  to  go 
back  to  Ireland  ;  we  did  not  ask  ber  to  be  sworn  to  that  statement. 

6815.  She  made  that  statement  without  being  asked  to  be  sworn  ? — Yes. 

6816.  Was  she  suorn  before  she  was  removed  ? — Yes. 

6817.  What  did  you  do? — We  sought  to  remore  her  again  that  the  parish 
might  not  be  chargeable  with  tbem. 

6818.  Had  you  the  power  under  the  Act  to  da  that,  whea  she  refused  to  be 
sworn  ? — ^No  doubt,  it  is  the  onlj  protection  the  parish  has,  when  she  comes 
under  the  Vagrant  Act,  and  the  English  too;  it  is  alike  with  alL 

6810.  What  happened  ? — She  refused  to  be  sworn,  and  because  she  refused  to 
be  sworn  she  was  committed  by  the  magistrate  for,  I  think,  seven  days,  for  re- 
fusing to  be  sworn,  he  having  passed  her  before. 

6820.  Sir  William  Miles.']  As  a  vagrant  ? — Yes,  after  she  came  out  again  she 
made  hersetf  chargeable  to  the  same  parish ;  she  refused  to  go  op  before  the 
magistrate  at  all ;  the  magistrate  issued  a  warrant  for  her  to  come  up,  and  she 
was  again  committed. 

6821.  Chairman.]  Did  she  attend  to  the  summons? — No. 

6822.  The  magistrate  took  other  evidence  of  her,  and  ber  order  of  removal 
was  made  out  ? — Not  of  removal,  because  she  refused  to  be  sworn ;  she  was  a 
second  time  committed  to  prison  for  refushag  to  be  sworn. 

6823.  Are  you  sure  she  was  committed  because  she  refused  to  be  sworn  ? — Yes ; 
we  then  ccrresponded  with  the  Poor  Law  Board  to  know  two  things  :  first,  what  we 
were  to  do  under  such  circumstances,  because  she  would  not  be  removed,  and  the 
second  question  was  that  this  woman  refusing  to  be  removed,  and  the  magistrate 
refusing  the  third  time  to  attempt  to  remove  her,  whether  she  would  be  charge- 
able to  the  common  fund  or  the  parish  fund.  You  did  not  give  us  any  answer  to 
that. 

6824.  When  was  it  you  referred  to  the  Poor  Law  Board  ;  was  it  in  1857  ? — 
Yes. 

6825.  To  ascertain  whether  the  magistrate  acted  legally  in  committing  the 
woman  because  she  would  riot  be  sworn  ? — What  steps  were  proper  to  take  as 
the  magistrate  refused  to  remove  her. 

6826.  The  magistrate  refused  to  commit  her  f — He  had  refused  to  conunit  her 
or  remove  her. 

6827.  She  was  committed  once  because  she  would  not  be  sworn? — ^Yes;  I 
cannot  tell  the  time  of  imprisonment. 

6828.  She  came  out,  and  then  you  applied  a  third  time? — Yes. 

6829.  Then  the  magistrate  refused  to  act  further  ? — Yes. 

6830.  And  you  came  to  the  Poor  Law  Board  ? — ^Ycs  ;  and  you  said  as  the 
magistrate  refused  to  remove  her,  you  could  not  tell  what  we  were  to  do ;  you 
could  not  tell,  I  believe,  whether  she  was  to  be  chargeable  to  the  parish,  or  to  the 
common  fund. 

6831.  Has  anybody  told  you  ? — No. 

6832.  Where  is  the  woman  now  r — As  far  as  that  parish  is  concerned,  w«     • 
gave  her  some  money  to  leave  the  workhouse,  and  she  did  leave  the  workhouse 
with  her  children  ;  she  is  now  chargeable  to  another  parish  in  the  same  union. 

6833.  So  far  as  I  understand,  you  have  people  in  your  workhouse  whom  you 
pay  to  leave  it: — No, she  applied  to  be  allowed  to  leave  the  workhouse. 

6834.  Why  did  not  you  let  her  go  ? — She  agreed  to  leave  the  workhouse,  but 
she  had  three  children  ;  she  said  she  could  get  something  of  a  living  if  we  gave 
her  money,  and  we  did  give  her  money  to  leave. 

6835.  What  became  of  her  ? — She  was  away  for  some  time,  and  she  became 
chargeable  to  another  parish. 

6836.  How  much  money  did  you  give  her  ? — 1  think  it  was  15  s. 

6837.  Could  you  give  the  whole  of  the  agreement  which  you  made  with  the 
woman  ? — No  ;  it  is  in  our  books ;  you  will  find  her  application  in  this  particular 
case  in  our  relief-book,  and  the  amount  of  money  the  Board  gave  her  upon 
leaving. 

6838.  You  stated  that  you  agreed  witii  the  woman,  that  if  she  would  go  out 
of  the  house  you  would  give  her  some  money  ? — She  applied  to  leave  the  work- 
house. 

0.95.  3  D  2  6839.  She 
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Mr.  H.P0U€r.         6839.  She  applied  for  some  money?— She  was  in  the  workhouse,  and  wished 

to  leave.     She  said,  "  I  have  no  home;  I  cannot  leave  it  without  moftey."    She 

25  July  i860,      could  not  leave  without  money,  and  we  gave  her  money. 

6840.  To  the  best  of  your  recollection,  you  gave  her  15  ^.  at  least  ? — Yes.  She 
left  with  her  three  children ;  she  said  she  thought  she  could  get  work ;  she  was 
away  for  some  weeks  ;  I  cannot  tell  you  how  many. 

6841 .  How  do  you  know  ?— From  her  not  applying  for  relief,  or  anything. 

6842.  She  applied  to  another  parish  ?— To  another  parish  in  the  same  union. 

6843.  Mr.  Henry  Herbert.]  How  do  you  mean  she  became  chargeable  to 
another  parish  ? — By  living  in  another. 

6844.  How  long  ? — One  night  is  sufficient,  wherever  she  slept;  she  only  became 
chargeable  to  us  by  living  one  night  in  it. 

6845.  Mr.  Gregory.']  You  got  rid  of  her  altogether  from  your  parish?— 
Yes. 

6846.  You  have  stated  that  some  gentlemen  in  Ireland  gave  her  money  to  send 
her  back  ? — Yes,  after  being  legally  removed. 

6847.  Have  not  you  been  taking  a  leaf  out  of  the  Irish  book  yourself  by  giving 
her  money  to  go  to  another  parish  ? — No. 

6848.  What  is  the  difference  between  the  two  cases  ? — She  lived  in  our  work- 
house for  many  weeks,  and  she  alleged  if  we  would  consider  her  case,  and  allow 
her  the  means  to  seek  to  get  her  own  living  by  giving  her  money,  she  believed  she 
could  do  so,  and  we  gave  her  money. 

6849.  Do  not  you  think  the  persons  in  Ireland  might  have  heard  a  similar  tale 
that  she  told  some  charitable  people  there,  that  if  they  gave  her  a  small  amount 
she  would  find  her  husband,  and  be  able  to  gain  her  own  living? — I  do  not  under- 
stand your  question. 

6850.  You  gave  money  to  this  woman  on  her  stating  to  you,  that  if  she  had  a 
small  sum  of  money  she  might  obtain  her  livelihood  ? — ^The  Board  of  Guardians 
did. 

685 1 .  Do  not  you  think  that,  influenced  by  the  same  motives,  charitable  persons 
in  Ireland  may  have  given  her  a  sum  of  money  to  return  to  England  ? — I  do  not 
know. 

6852.  Mr.  Henry  Herbert.]  According  to  her  statement,  she  does  not  allege 
that  she  got  this  money  in  the  workhouse,  does  she  ? — She  got  it  from  the  Mayor 
of  Cork. 

6853.  It  was  at  the  Bridewell  she  got  the  money,  was  not  it  ?  —From  the  Mayor 
of  Cork,  she  says. 

6854.  Did  not  you  say  that  she  signed  a  statement  that  she  got  it  at  the  Bride- 
well r — From  the  Mayor  of  Cork. 

6855.  At  the  Bridewell  ?— Yes. 

6856.  There  is  no  evidence  in  her  statement,  assuming  it  to  be  entirely  correct, 
that  it  came  out  of  any  poor-law  funds  ? — I  never  said  so. 

6857.  Whereas,  when  you  gave  her  15^.  to  get  rid  of  her,  as  stated  in  your 
books,  that  would  be  out  of  the  poor-law  funds? — Most  assuredly. 

6858.  Therefore,  the  case,  so  far  as  that  is  concerned,  is  not  similar;  in  the  one 
case  you  get  rid  of  her  by  paying  15^.  out  of  the  poor-law  funds;  in  the  other 
case,  it  might  have  been  a  private  contribution  of  an  individual  ? — Of  course  I 
cannot  tell  you  how  the  money  was  given  ;  she  was  in  the  workhouse,  and  she  was 
not  passed,  as  was  the  case  here ;  we  passed  her  legitimately  ;  we  paid  the  money, 
as  I  tell  you ;  we  were  driven  to  that  alternative  because  we  corresponded  with 
the  Poor  Law  Board.  We  had  chargeable  to  us  a  woman  with  three  children, 
and  she  might  have  remained  in  our  workhouse  chargeable  all  her  life  ;  she  being 
anxious  to  get  away  she  came  before  the  Board,  who  heard  her  case,  and  decided 
to  give  her  another  opportunity  of  getting  her  living. 

6859.  Chairman.]  Can  you  tell  us  what  passed  between  any  person  wiio  com- 
municated vvith  this  woman,  with  respect  to  her  leaving  the  workhouse;  was 
anything  said  about  another  parish  ? — No. 

6860.  Were  you  the  person  that  saw  her  ? — Not  when  she  had  the  money 
voted. 

6861.  Were  you  the  person  who  made  the  agreement  for  her  to  leave? — No. 

6862.  Do  you  know  who  it  was? — I  cannot  tell  who  the  guardian  was. 

6863.  Was  it  with  your  sanction  ? — No. 

6864.  Were  you  not  a  party  to  this  transaction  ? — No. 

6865.  Was  the  agreement  brought  before  the  Board  ? — Yes. 

68f^6.  Did 
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6866.  Did  they  consider  the  case  ? — Yes.  Mr.  H.Poii^. 

6867.  They  thought  it  right  ?— They  thought  it  right.    ^  ■■ 

6868.  Were  not  you  present  when  it  was  considered? — I  think  I  was.  '^5  ^^y  i^^- 

6869.  You  approved  of  it  too  ? — No  ;  I  say  I  did  not,  distinctly. 

6870.  What  was  your  objection  to  it? — I  objected  to  giving  money  to  the 
woman  to  go  away. 

6871.  Upon  what  ground  did  you  ohject? — My  ground  for  objecting  to  give 
money  to  her  to  go  away  was  the  simple  fact  of  her  having  acted  in  the  way  she 
had  done,  in  persistently  coming  and  making  herself  chargeable  to  that  parish. 
I  objected  in  any  way  more  than  I  was  compelled  to  helping  her. 

6872.  What  was  the  view  the  other  guardians  took  upon  that  point? — The 
majority  gave  her  the  15  «. 

6873.  As  a  good  means  of  getting  her  away  ? — Upon  her  own  statement,  she 
wanted  the  opportunity  of  seeking  her  living  once  more  out  of  doors. 

6874.  When  she  went  to  Ireland  she  said  she  wanted  to  seek  her  husband,  and 
when  she  wanted  to  leave  the  workhouse  she  wanted  to  find  work,  but  she  did 
not  find  her  husband  and  did  not  find  work  ? — She  did  find  work. 

6875.  Where  ? — She  found  work  in  the  union.  I  cannot  tell  you  how  long  a 
time  elapsed  (I  could  tell  you  if  I  had  the  hooks)  before  she  became  chargeable  ; 
if  she  found  work  she  thought  she  could  do  for  herself  and  children. 

6876.  Where  she  found  work,  in  what  parish  was  it ;  I  merely  wish  to  know 
the  particulars  of  the  case  r-I  cannot  tell  you  the  persons  who  employed  her. 

6877.  Did  anybody  inquire  after  this  woman  after  she  had  got  the  15^.  to 
leave  the  workhouse? — No. 

6878.  As  I  understand  you,  she  never  became  chargeable  to  that  parish  again  ? 
— No. 

6879.  She  never  appeared  before  that  Board  of  Guardians  again  ? — Yes. 

6880.  Because  she  went  to  that  other  parish? — Yes. 

688 1 .  Do  you  know  whether  she  left  your  parish  the  very  first  night  ? — I  cannot 
tell  you. 

6882.  Did  it  appear  to  the  Board  that  she  had  slept  in  the  other  parish  the  next 
night  ? — I  was  not  present  when  she  was  again  placed  on  the  relief  list,  therefore 
I  caimot  tell  you  what  occurred  at  the  Board. 

6883.  You  know  that  she  was  placed  on  the  relief  list  afterwards  ? — Yes. 

6884.  What  did  those  guardians,  who  gave  the  155.  to  be  relieved  of  her, 
think  of  their  policy  ? — I  cannot  tell.  I  am  here  to  answer  any  questions.  I  can- 
not tell  you  the  policy  of  it.  1  am  only  here  to  state  the  influence  upon  the  union 
of  not  being  able  to  remove,  and  the  desirability  or  otherwise  of  removing  the 
poor. 

6885.  You  proposed  this  case  and  we  want  to  know  the  particulars  of  it  ? — I 
think  1  have  given  them  very  fully. 

6886.  I  think  not  quite ;  you  began  by  telling  us  about  the  woman  coming 
back  from  Ireland,  and  now  you  have  told  us  how  the  parish  of  St.  Andrews  treats 
paupers  from  Ireland  ;  that  they  are  received  into  the  workhouse  and  get  money 
to  go  out  of  the  workhouse? — I  have  told  you  that  we  took  all  the  means  we 
knew  by  law ;  wc  coiTesponded  with  the  Poor  Law  Board,  and  the  Poor  Law 
Board  could  not  advise  ub  what  to  do  in  any  way,  and  left  us  chargeable  with  a 
woman  and  three  children  who  had  no  claim  upon  us.  I  have  told  you  further, 
that  the  Board  did,  in  their  discretion,  whether  wisely  or  otherwise,  I  will  not 
undertake  to  say,  giv  e  her  money.  If  the  Committee  think  fit  to  pursue  the 
subject  they  can  have  the  books  and  everything  connected  with  it. 

6887.  The  Committee  cannot  judge  whether  your  Board  acted  wisely  or  not, 
until  they  know  the  whole  case  ? — I  do  not  know  that  the  Committee  are  here  to 
consider  whether  our  Board  acted  wisely  or  unwisely;  if  we  pursue  it  for  half 
an  hour,  we  shall  not  get  to  the  irremovability  of  the  poor,  however  interesting 
it  may  be  to  pursue  this  case. 

6888.  You  started  this  case,  and  you  said  that  you  gave  it  as  an  instance  that 
it  was  like  hundreds  of  others? — I  meant  in  sending  her  back. 

6889.  This  is  the  way  in  which  you  treat  the  Irish  poor  in  your  parish  f — I  said  I 
gave  it  as  one  case  of  sending  back,  when  every  pains  has  been  taken  to  act  legally 
in  sending  them  there. 

6890.  You  tell  us  the  case,  that  w^hen  you  send  them  back  to  Ireland  they  are 
returned  upon  your  hands ;  that  this  woman  became  chargeable  again ;  that  she 
got  into  the  workhouse,  and  the  Board  gave  her  15^.;  and  that  she  reappears 
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Mr.  H.Pcitmr.     again,  applying  for  relief;  I  want  to  know  where  that  woman  is  now? — I  have 

told  you  that  she  is  chargeable  upon  one  of  the  parishes  in  the  union. 

05  July  186a  6891 .   Is  she  in  the  workhouse  ?— No. 

6892.  How  is  she  maintained? — Partially  by  out-relief. 

6893.  How  do  you  mean  partially  by  out-relief? — All  ibe  relief  she  has  is 
out-door  relief. 

6894.  That  is  afforded  by  the  Board  of  which  you  are  a  guardian  r — Yes. 

6895.  You  maintain  that  woman  now  out  of  the  workhouse  } — So  far. 

6896.  Sir  fFiUiam  Miies.l  What  age  were  the  children?— I  really  cannot  tell 
you  from  memory. 

6897.  Were  they  so  young  as  to  render  it  impossible  that  the  woman  should 
shift  for  herself? — They  were  so  young  that  she  could  with  difficulty,  I  dare  sigr, 
keep  the  whole  of  them  herself. 

6898.  Mr.  jMaguire.]  Did  not  she  try  to  suppwt  herself  by  her  industry  for 
some  time  after  she  got  that  money  ? — She  tried.  I  am  not  making  any  complaint 
of  the  woman. 

6899.  Was  not  she  some  time  before  she  applied  again  for  relief?- — It  was 
weeks. 

6900.  Did  not  she  support  herself  in  the  meantime? — Certainly. 

6901.  Chairman.]  How  do  you  know  ? — As  fiir  as  we  were  concerned. 

6902.  Mr.  Maguire.]  As  long  as  she  could  support  herself,  she  did  not  come 
to  you  for  relief? — Quite  so.  I  am  not  at  all  complaining  of  the  woman.  My 
point  in  the  case  is  this  :  we  have  at  this  time  chargeable  to  our  union  1 8  adults 
and  31  children  that  would  be  removable  to  Ireland  if  the  magistrates  in  the  City 
of  London  would  grant  the  orders  of  removal. 

6903.  Chairman.']  Do  you  mean  to  say  that  they  are  chargeable  ? — At  the 
present  time. 

6904.  Have  not  they  resided  five  years  ? — No. 

6905.  Have  you  taken  them  before  the  magistrate  to  remove  them  to  Ireland^ 
and  does  he  refuse  to  sign  the  order  ? — We  have  taken  cases  when  they  have 
been  very  clear,  but  there  is  such  a  manifest  hesitation  to  remove  to  Ireland  on 
tl)e  |)art  of  the  magistrates  of  London  cut  of  the  union,  that  we  now  think  it 
almost  a  waste  of  time  to  take  them  down  to  seek  to  get  tl^ir  order  of 
removal. 

6906.  Do  you  know  what  reasons  the  magistrates  assign  for  not  removing, 
although  they  are  chargeable? — I  think  Alderman  Salomons  and  Alderman 
Copeland  have  even  gone  so  far  as  to  blame  the  officers  for  bringing  them  down 
there  at  all.  In  another  case  of  the  name  of  Dodsworth,  the  magistrates  in  London 
on  the  1 8th  of  August  gave  a  woman  2  s.  6  rf. ;  her  children  had  been  chargeable, 
and  she  had  deserted  them  ;  we  found  them  and  took  them  to  be  removed,  they 
belonging  to  Ireland  ;  she  had  been  once  before  removed,  and  the  magistrates 
gave  the  woman  2^.  6^.,  and  told  the  officer  to  take  cace  of  her  children. 

6907.  Mr.  Henry  Heriert.]  The  magistrates  examine  those  persons  upon  oatb, 
do  they  not  ?— The  magistrates  take  the  depositions,  and  tl^en  put  the  persons 
upon  their  oath  before  they  are  removed. 

6908.  The  magistrates  having  taken  the  evidence  given  before  them,  in  the 
discharge  of  their  duty  did  not  tliink  it  requisite  to  comply  with  the  request  of 
the  parish  ? — There  are  magistrates  in  the  City  of  London  who  will  not  remove  to 
Ireland  under  any  circumstances. 

6909.  Is  not  this  the  case,  according  to  your  statement,  that  the  parish  brings 
before  the  magistrates  the  paupers  who  ought,  in  the  opinion  of  the  guardians  or 
officers,  to  be  removed  ;  and  then  the  magistrates,  upon  hear'mg.  the  evidence  that 
is  brought  before  them  in  the  discharge  of  their  duty^  do  not  think  proper  to  re- 
move them  ? — Just  so. 

6910.  Then  your  complaint  is  against  the  magistrates? — My  object  is  simply 
to  say  this :  not  only  have  we  those  persons  chargeable  to  the  union,  but  we 
have  a  large  number  of  Irish  besides,  who  have  lived  more  than  five  years  in 
parishes  in  the  union,  who  under  the  Irremovable  Act  are  chargeable  largely  to  the 
common  fiind. 

6911.  Sir  WilKam  Miles.}  You  have  procured  the  best  evidence  that  jou 
could  relative  to  the  residence  of  those  Irish  people,  and  taken  them  beibre  toe 
magistrates  to  remove  them ;  but  as  I  understand  you,  they  would  not  even  take 
the  evidence  as  to  the  remoral ;  is  tliat  so? — Yes,  that  is  the  case. 

6912.  They  entirely  refuse  to  take  any  notice  of  it? — Yes. 

6913.  Chatrman.} 
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6913.  Chairman.]  Those  are   people  who  have  not  been  five  years  in  the      Mr. H.Potter. 
parish  ? — Yes.  

6914.  And  there  are  certain  others  who  have  resided  five  years? — Yes.  «5  July  i860. 

6915.  You  are  going  to  show  that  the  parish  is  very  much  burthened  in  con- 
sequence of  the  Irish  .becpming  chargeable  ? — I  think  that  nearly  one-fourth  of 
our  expenditure  from  the  common  fund  arises  from  these  persons  being  irremov- 
able ;  I  hope  the  day  will  corne  when  paupers^  whether  English  or  Irish^  cannot 
be  removed  ;  as  far  as  my  practical  experience  as  a  guardian  is  concerned,  I  think  it 
is  cruelty  to  the  poor  ;  but  it  is  the  only  way  we  have  of  relieving  the  overburthened 
parishes  where  those  persons  congregate ;  as  the  best  proof  that  it  is  so,  take  the 
parishes  in  our  union,  comparing  parish  with  parish  ;  there  are  some  one  or  two 
parishes  (I  will  not  call  them  close  parishes)  where  there  is  no  place  for  poor 
people  to  live,  and  the  charge  is  removed  from  them,  and  has  been,  from  the 
formation  of  the  union  down  to  the  present  time. 

6916.  Is  that  one  of  the  parishes  that  this  woman  went  to?— No;  that  is  a 
burthened  parish. 

6917.  Do  not  you  resort  to  any  means  to  induce  people  to  leave  one  parish  and 
go  into  another  ? — No. 

6918.  Except  in  the  case  you  have  mentioned? — ^That  is  an  exceptional  case  ; 
the  guardians  chose  to  give  that  money.  The  case  is  quite  at  your  service,  if  it 
will  assist  you  in  any  way.  I  have  stated  it  openly  and  candidly.  What  I  want 
to  show  is  this,  that  in  the  West  London  Union,  some  parishes,  particularly  the 
parish  of  St.  Andrew,  Holborn,  have  suffered  greatly  from  the  chargeability  of 
persons  having  no  legal  settlement  in  the  parish. 

6919.  Mr.  Henry  Herbert.]  Do  you  state  this  case  of  Ann  Twist  to  be  an 
exceptional  one  ? — It  is  exceptional ;  as  to  its  circumstances  there  is  no  doubt 
about  it. 

6920.  I  thought  you  gave  it  as  a  sample  of  hundreds? — As  a  sample  of  a 
person  being  sent  back  when  all  proper  care  had  been  taken.  I  would  have  you 
understand  my  meaning;  1  gave  it  as  a  sample  of  their  being  sent  back.  I 
should  be  very  sorry  to  say  so,  and  I  think  you  must  be  putting  a  wrong  con- 
struction on  my  words.  It  is  not  a  sample  of  hundreds  of  cases  of  that  kind  ; 
it  is  an  exceptional  case.  I  mean  to  say  that  we  did  take  every  care  that  the 
woman  should  be  properly  sent  to  Ireland  with  money.  We  never  send  them 
without  giving  them  the  money ;  but  having  taken  all  that  care,  and  relieved 
ourselves  of  the  chargeability  at  a  great  cost,  we  had  the  same  woman  returned 
upon  us.  We  applied  to  the  Poor  Law  Board,  but  we  could  get  no  suggestion  what 
to  do.  We  have  in  our  union  a  very  large  number  of  persons  chargeable  to  certain 
parishes  in  it  who  have  no  settlement  in  the  parishes ;  and  we  have  also  a  large 
number  of  those  tliat  are  now  by  law  removable,  and  we  cannot  remove  them. 

6921.  Chairman.]  Since  when  is  it  that  the  magistrates  have  refused  to  remove 
people  that  are  chargeable  in  your  parish  ? — For  the  last  two  or  three  years  it  has 
become  with  the  magistrates  in  the  City  of  London  more  difficult  to  remove. 

6922.  Do  you  mean  that  you  cannot  remove  any  Irish? — Very  few. 

6923.  Have  the  magistrates  any  objection  to  remove  English  ? — No. 

6924.  How  many  removals  do  you  make  in  the  year,  do  you  suppose  ? — I 
cannot'^give  the  number  ;  our  plan  of  removal  is  this :  we  have  a  book  of  inquiries 
as  to  removals,  and  we  have  another  for  out-doors ;  we  have  a  removal  committee, 
and  every  case  put  down  is  inquired  into  very  carefully  by  our  removal  clerk,  and 
all  the  particulars  are  set  down,  and  whether  there  are  any  appeals  coming  before 
the  committee. 

6925.  Alderman  Salomons  has  no  objection  to  remove  an  English  person  ? — 
No;  I  never  knew  him  object. 

6926.  What  is  the  objection  to  remove  Irish ;  is  it  because  they  have  to  go  to 
Ireland,  and  they  object  to  be  removed  there  ? — So  I  understand. 

6927.  Mr.  Henry  Herbert.]  Do  you  mean  to  say  that  very  few  Irish  are 
removed  in  consequence  of  the  disinclination  of  the  magistrates  to  remove  to 
Ireland  ? — Yes. 

6928.  How  is  that  consistent  with  your  first  statement,  that  the  instance  you 
are  now  bringing  forward  was  only  a  sample  of  hundreds  ? — It  is  consistent  in 
this  way :  we  have  in  our  union  several  cases  where  they  have  been  returned 
after  we  had  taken  the  means  to  remove  them ;  and  having  some  experience  in 
other  anions,  I  speak  of  it  in  that  sense ;  I  do  not  mean  hundreds  in  connexion 
with  our  own  union. 
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Hr,  H.  Potter.         6gig.  Mr.  Gregory.]  Do  you  ever  apply  for  a  warrant  of  removal  to  a  magistrate 

at  his  own  house? — Never ;  it  is  always  in  pnblic,  in  open  court. 

25  July  i860.  6930.  Mr.  MaguireJ]  You  say  that  a  number  of  those  people  have  come  back 

to  you  ;  do  you  mean  the  people  who  were  sent  to  Ireland  by  your  parish  or  by 

other  parishes  ? — By  our  parish. 

6931.  How  were  they  sent? — In  the  ordinary  way. 

6932.  In  those  cases  that  you  speak  of,  persons  being  sent  over  to  Ireland  by 
your  union,  did  not  the  magistrates  comply  with  the  usual  forms  and  grant  an  order 
of  removal  r — In  the  first  instance. 

6933.  Then  there  was  no  objection  to  remove  Irish  paupers  ? — ^There  was  not 
the  same  objection  to  remove  Irish  poor  some  seven  or  eight  years  ago  that  there 
is  at  the  present  time. 

6934.  If  there  were  480  sent  last  year  from  the  metropolitan  parishes,  would 
not  that  show  that  there  is  no  difficulty  in  removing  Irish  poor  ? — There  is  not  the 
same  difficulty  with  the  stipendiary  magistrates  that  there  is  with  the  magistrates 
in  the  City  of  London. 

6935.  Do  you  know  how  many  of  the  480  persons  were  sent  to  Cork  ? — 1  do 
not  know  how  many  were  sent. 

6936.  If  there  u  ere  480  sent,  they  were  not  all  sent  through  the  stipendiary 
magistrates,  were  they  ? — Most  of  them. 

6937.  Some  were  sent  by  other  magistrates  ? — Yes  ;  but  very  few  indeed  were 
sent  from  the  West  London  Union. 

6938.  Mr.  Henry  Herbert']  Do  you  mean  to  state,  from  your  own  knowledge, 
that  in  other  unions  there  are  .hundreds  of  Irish  paupers  who  have  been  removed 
by  the  magistrates,  and  have  been  sent  back  in  the  manner  you  have  described  in 
this  one  case  r — I  mean  to  say  that  in  my  own  experience  of  the  poor  law,  I 
have  known  very  many  cases  in  other  unions,  and,  to  the  best  of  my  judgment, 
the  case  I  have  given  you  is  but  the  sample  of  a  hundred  more. 

6939.  You  have  stated  before  that  you  gave  that  as  an  example  of  hundreds; 
can  you  state  from  your  own  personal  knowledjje,  that  it  is  the  habit  at  Cork  to 
pay  the  passage  of  persons  back  who  have  been  legally  removed  in  hundreds  of 
instances? — I  cannot. 

6940.  Mr.  MaguireJ]  Can  you  speak  of  50  cases  ? — No,  I  can  only  say  that  to 
the  best  of  my  knowledge,  from  communication  with  one  and  another,  in  very 
many  cases  they  have  returned,  and  in  my  judgment  they  amount  to  hundreds  of 
cases. 

6941 .  What  figure  is  the  Committee  to  take ;  at  one  time  it  is  hundreds,  at 
another  it  is  100  ;  will  you  give  a  final  statement;  is  it  a  thousand  ? — I  will  not 
give  a  thousand. 

6942.  Is  it  100? — Yes. 

6943.  Will  you  positively  say  that  it  is  50  ? — I  believe  so. 

6944.  From  your  own  experience,  are  you  certain  that  there  have  been  50  cases 
of  persons  being  sent  back  from  Ireland^  as  you  say,  during  the  year  ? — I  have  not 
the  slightest  doubt  about  it. 

6945.  Have  you  known  of  those  cases  ? — I  have  told  you  that  we  have  had 
several  of  them. 

6946.  Have  you  a  list  of  them?— I  have  not  a  list ;  I  have  told  you  also  that 
during  the  last  two  or  three  years  we  have  had  but  few  cases ;  we  could  not  remove 
them  ;  we  have  at  the  present  lime  that  which  is  tantamount  to  their  being  seat 
back ;  the  magistrates  will  not^send  them. 

6947.  Mr.  Henry  Herbert.']  When  you  said  that  this  case  of  Ann  Twist  was 
a  sample  of  hundreds,  did  you  mean  that  it  was  a  sample  of  hundreds  sent  back 
by  money  given  them  in  Cork,  or  a  sample  of  hundreds  of  cases  in  which  the 
magistrates,  in  the  exercise  of  their  discretion,  refused  to  remove  ? — I  think  it  is 
a  sample  of  hundreds  where  we  are  chargeable  with  persons,  whilst  the  law  of 
removal  continues,  that  we  have  no  right  to  be  charged  with. 

6948.  It  is  a  sample  of  hundreds  of  cases  in  which  the  magistrates  differ  from 
you  ? — No ;  it  is  folly  to  waste  time  in  taking  them  up  ;  ihey  are  at  the  present 
moment  chargeable  to  our  union ;  there  are  49  at  the  present  moment  that  could 
by  law  be  removed. 

6949.  Chairman.']  Are  we  to  understand  you  to  say  that  the  law  ought  to  be 
changed  ? — No. 

6950.  I  thought  you  wished  to  get  rid  of  the  law  of  removal  r — My  opinion  is 
that  the  law  of  chargeability  ought  to  be  changed. 

6951.  Will 
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6951.  Will  you  explain  what  you  mean? — That  the  poor  should  be  relieved  TAuH.  Potter. 

wherever  they  became  destitute,  and  that  the  charge  for  the  relief  should  be  upon — 

a  more  enlarged  area  even  than  our  unions,  and  my  reason  for  saying  that  is,  25  July  186a 
that  in  the  West  London  Union,  some  of  the  very  best  property  in  it  does-  not  at 

this  moment  contribute  a  single  farthing  towards  the  support  of  the  poor,  or  to 
keeping  up  the  establishment  for  them,  or  in  any  way  to  provide  for  them. 

6952.  You  are  objecting  to  removal  at  all ;  but  you  would  allow  people  to  be 
relieved  wherever  they  feel  destitute? — Yes;  I  hope  the  day  will  come  that, 
according  to  their  destitution,  relief  will  be  given  to  them. 

6953.  As  I  understand,  you  would  not  remove,  but  you  would  give  them  relief 
in  any  place  where  they  became  chargeable  ? — Yes. 

6954-  So  far  as  I  understand  you  with  regard  to  the  poor  theniselves,  you 
would  not  remove,  but  you  would*  allow  them  to  be  chargeable  wherever  they 
fell  destitute,  and  to  provide  the  funds  out  of  which  they  are  relieved  ;  you  would 
extend  the  area  of  chargeability? — If  they  are  allowed  to  be  chargeable  wherever 
they  fall  destitute,  then,  to  my  uiind,  as  a  matter  of  necessity,  the  charge  for  such 
relief  must  be  an  equal  burden  on  the  district,  and  not  on  a  little  bit  of  it. 

^955*  Would  you  take  the  union,  to  begin  with  r  —Yes. 

6956.  Mr.  Knight,']  Would  you  extend  the  area  of  chargeability  to  the 
county  ? — I  am  in  the  City  of  London,  and  the  best  illustration  I  can  give  is  this  : 
I  would  extend  it  to  the  City  of  London,  to  begin  with.  I  think  that  would  form 
a  very  good  district  to  extend  the  present  chargeability  over  the  whole  of  that 
area.  I  think  that  would  be  satisfactory  to  any  one  who  looks  at  the  City  of 
London. 

6957*  ^^r.  Sotheron  Estcourt.]  What  do  you  mean  by  the  City  of  London? — 
The  City  proper. 

69.58.  You  do  not  include  all  the  other  districts  that  lie  within  the  Metropo- 
litan Police  District? — No. 

6959.  If  you  had  the  altering  of  the  law,  how  far  would  you  extend  the  area 
of  the  rateability  ? — I  think  almost  the  fairest  way  would  be  taking  it  in  counties, 
because  in  counties  you  have  different  classes  of  property  ;  and  if  it  were  ex- 
tended to  counties,  there  would  certainly  be  no  need  for  removing  the  poor,  and 
the  burden  would  be  pretty  equally  borne  throughout  the  whole  kingdom,  without 
introducing  another  element,  which  I  would  carefully  guard  against,  namely, 
entire  centralization. 

6960.  Mr.  Dodson.]  You  have  stated  that  there  are  properties  within  the  West 
London  Union  that  do  not  contribute  one  farthing  towards  the  support  of  the 
poor;  what  are  those  places* — Furnivars  Inn,  Staple's  Inn,  Barnard's  Inn, 
Thavies  Inn,  which  is  full  of  tradespeople ;  and  though  there  has  been  an  Act 
passed  very  recently  to  make  the  so-called  extra-parochial  properly  in  some  mea- 
sure chargeable,  we  have  not  found  one  single  farthing  accrue  to  the  West  London 
Union  since  the  Act  passed. 

6961.  Mr.  Barrow.]  The  truth  is,  that  the  extra- parochial  places  by  the  terms 
in  which  the  Act  is  framed  contribute  nothing  to  your  union,  while  they  derive 
the  whole  benefit ;  and  any  person  who  has  lived  five  years  in  these  extra-paro- 
chial places  would  be  chargeable  to  your  union? — The  poor  cannot  live  there; 
they  are  places  where  a  poor  person  cannot  get  a  living. 

6962.  The  truth  is  that  the  extra-parochial  places  pay  nothing  towards  your 
union,  because  they  have  no  averages  ? — No. 

6963.  Would  it  satisfy  the  justice  or  injustice  of  the  present  case,  that  the 
whole  of  the  property  in  the  union  should  be  made  chargeable  to  the  relief  of  the 
irremovable  poor? — No. 

6964.  Would  it  be  a  great  benefit  ? — It  would  be  a  great  benefit  to  make  the 
whole  chargeable  to  the  irremovable  poor ;  I  think  the  irremovable  poor  have 
an  equal  claim  over  the  whole  district,  whatever  may  be  said  of  the  settled 
poor. 

6965.  Are  there  portions  of  your  union  in  which  a  whole  parish  is  occupied 
with  warehouses  and  productive  buildings  of  one  sort  or  another,  that  have  no 
averages,  because  they  have  no  settled  poor  ? — Just  so. 

6966.  Those  portions  of  the  union,  you  think,  ought  to  contribute  to  the 
general  fund  r — ^To  the  irremovable  poor  certainly,  whatever  might  be  the  case  as 
to  others. 

6967.  Do  all  of  these  warehouses  employ  labour  ? — Where  there  are  ware- 
houses ;  but  I  would  not  be  understood  to  say  that  those  places  are  all  occupied 
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Mr.  H.  Potter.  ^  warehouses ;  they  are  the  better  class  of  houses,  io  which  labourers  and  ser* 
[ vaiits  are  employed,  and  that  class  of  persons  who  afterwards  becoiae  paupers* 

35  July  i860.  When  speaking  of  the  injury  done  to  parishes  where  persons  can  reside,  compared 
with  those  parishes  in  which  tliey  cannot,  we  have  at  this  time  chargeable  to  our 
common  fund  (1  give  it  as  a  specimen,  I  wilt  not  say  of  hundreds  of  cases,  bat 
it  is  a  specimen  of  cases  which  clearly  shows  the  state  of  the  law)  a  tradesman 
who  paid  70  L  a  year  rent  in  Leadenhall-street,  and  he  is  now  chargeable  to  our 
common  fund,  simply  beause  he  lived  five  years  in  one  of  the  poorest  parisiies  in 
the  union  ;  and  when  he  applied  to  the  parties  in  that  parish  where  he  formerly 
resided,  though  they  have  no  poor  at  all,  and  cannot  have  any  worth  calling  poor, 
they  refused  him,  and  he  cannot  go  and  live  there,  because  he  has  no  place  to 
live  in  to  become  chargeable,  and  be  is  chargeable  and  has  been  chargeable  for 
years  to  one  of  our  poorest  parishes. 

6968.  He  cannot  be  charged  to  the  parish  in  which  Leadenhall-street  is  situate, 
and  having  become  irremovable  in  another  parish  of  the  union,  he  is  now  charge* 
able  to  the  common  fund,  to  which  Leadenhall-street  contributes  nothing  ? — Not 
a  farthing. 

6969.  Mr.  Sotheron  Estcourt.']  Supposing  your  idea  is  carried  out,  and  the 
rate  is  raised  from  the  whole  county,  have  you  at  all  settled  in  your  own  mind  in 
what  manner  any  authorities  in  the  county  would  have  a  control  over  the  ex- 
penditure?— I  think  that  the  relief  to  the  poor  could  be  given  in  unions,  as  at 
present,  by  the  guardians  for  chose  unicms,  elected  as  at  present,  and  that  the 
money  to  be  collected  from  the  county  could  as  easily  be  collected  by  a  Financial 
Board,  elected  in  something  like  the  manner  in  which  the  bench  of  magistrates 
act  for  the  county  rate.  I  believe  that  the  money  could  be  collected  from  the 
centre,  and  the  calls  upon  the  centre  could  be  just  as  easily  made  for  the  onioas, 
as  we  now  make  the  calls  upon  the  parishes. 

6970.  You  have  told  us  how  the  money  could  be  raised  ;  my  question  was, 
what  control  could  be  exercised  over  the  expenditure  of  the  money  ? — I  do  not 
understand  the  question. 

6971.  Supposing  I  live  in  one  part  of  Middlesex,  and  I  am  called  upon  to 
contribute,  living  in  that  part  of  Middlesex  which  is  not  in  your  union,  I  want  to 
know  how  I  am  to  ascertain  that  the  money  I  may  be  called  upon  to  contribute 
towards  your  union  is  properly  and  economically  expended  ? — From  the  published 
statement  of  the  accounts. 

6972.  No  doubt  I  shall  know,  after  the  expenditure  is  incurred,  how  the  money 
has  been  laid  out.  1  wish  to  know  how  I  can  prevent  the  money  being  impro- 
perly laid  out  beforehand,  or  what  check  there  is  over  excessive  expenditure,  if 
you  raise  the  rate  over  the  whole  county? — ^There  would  be  just  as  much  check 
as  there  is  at  present ;  when  I  am  sitting  to  give  relief  at  the  Board,  I  must  be 
allowed  to  use  my  judgment  in  the  disposal  of  the  money. 

6973.  Mr.  Bairow.']  Have  you  a  guardian  elected  for  the  parish  in  which 
Threadneedle*street  is  situated  ? — That  does  not  belong  to  our  union. 

6974.  Have  you  some  parish  in  your  union  which  contributes  very  little  to  the 
relief  of  the  poor  ?— Yes. 

6975.  Does  the  guardian  for  that  parish  attend  regularly  at  your  Board  ? — 
There  is  one  parish  from  which  the  guardian  never  has  attended. 

6976.  Does  that  parish  contribute  very  little  to  your  Board? — Yes. 

697  7*  "^be  question  which  the  Right  Honourable  Member  asked  you  was, 
whether  you  would  expect  a  gentleman  to  attend  to  superintend  the  distributioa 
of  relief  carefully  and  diligently  when  they  were  spending  other  people's  moiiey 
and  not  their  own? — When  I  have  to  give  relief  as  a  guardian,  I  do  not  give 
rdief  according  to  the  parish. 

6978.  Chairman.']  You  have  mentioned  a  new  principle  upon  which  the  poor 
should  be  relieved,  namely,  that  you  would  make  a  rate  upon  the  county ;  will 
you  tell  us  how  you  would  manage  the  funds  raised  by  a  rate  for  the  relief  of  the 
poor  under  these  circumstances  ?— I  would  give  relief  in  the  same  way  as  at 
present. 

6979-  Would  you  do  it  by  county  guardians? — No. 

6980.  Then  how  would  you  manage? — Just  as  we  do  at  present;  make  calls 
upon  the  county ;  we  now  make  calls  upon  the  treasurer  of  the  parish  in  the  union 
for  a  certain  amount  of  money. 

6981.  Where  would  you  put  the  funds  that  had  beeo  collected  by  a  rate  upon 
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the  county  ? — Into  a  county  fund,  to  pay  the  unions,  and  then  the  unions  must      Wr.  H.  P^mn 
make  calls  for  the  money  required.  

6982.  Would  you  have  a  new  Board? — Decidedly.     There  would  be  a  new      25  July  i«*. 
Board  elected  to  collect  the  money. 

6983.  And  to  dispense  it? — No. 

6984.  To  control  it  ?— Yes. 

6985.  Mr.  Sotheron  Estcourt.']  To  control  the  expenditure  or  the  raising  pf 
the  money  ? — If  the  n>oney  were  thus  collected^  the  union  could  make  its  claim 
upon  the  fund  ;  there  would  be  the  sime  check  that  there  is  now  as  to  the  increase 
or  otherwise  of  any  particular  union. 

6986.  I  understand  you  to  mean  this :  if  the  money  is  raised  through  the  whole 
county,  you  do  not  propose  any  other  check  upon  the  expenditure  than  that 
already  provided  by  means  of  the  guardians  elected  in  the  unions  ? — I  do  not  think 
there  is  any  needed. 

6987.  Is  that  what  you  mean? — ^Yes. 

6988.  ^\T  William  MUesJ]  Supposing  Middlesex  has  15  unions,  will  you  still 
keep  those  15  unions  in  existence? — Yes. 

6989.  And  their  management  would  be  very  much  the  same  as  it  is  now,  but 
in  addition  to  that  you  woold  elect  another  Board  (which  you  would  call  a 
county  Board),  and  this  county  Board  would  be  elected  as  the  guardians  are,  1 
suppose,  from  each  union ;  you  would  have  a  representative  from  each  union  at 
the  county  Board,  and  that  county  Board  would  be  merely  for  raising  the 
money  ? — ^For  raising  the  money,  and  giving  to  each  union  the  amount  required 
for  their  expenditure. 

6*990.  It  would  not  control  the  unions  at  all? — ^Thus  far  it  would  control  the 
unions ;  but,  under  such  circumstances,  they  must  make  their  calls  according  to 
the  previous  average  expenditure,  and  if  there  were  an  average  claim  made  much 
larger  than  that,  it  would  be  open  to  them  to  know  the  reason.  Another  would 
be  an  appeal,  in  the  same  way  that  there  is  against  a  poor  law  rate  levied  ;  there 
would  be  an  appeal  against  the  rate  levied  then,  so  that  the  check  would  be  as 
between  unions  on  the  previous  expenditure,  if  it  was  lai^ely  increased,  and  the 
whole  county  would  be  equally  interested  in  having  the  rate  at  1  «.,  or  lorf.,  or 
6  d.y  as  the  case  might  be,  so  that,  at  the  annual  election,  the  persons  who  dis- 
tributed the  money  would  have  a  check ;  if  they  had  extravagant  members  they 
would  not  elect  them  again. 

6991.  Not  only  would  this  county  Board  act  as  collectors  of  the  money,  but 
they  w  ould  act  as  a  court  of  appeal ;  is  that  what  you  mean  ? — Quite  so,  as  between 
union  and  union. 

6992.  Mr.  BarrowJ]  I  do  not  think  you  have  answered  the  question  which  was 
before  put  to  you  ;  if  you  had  a  guardian  who  never  attends  your  Board  because 
he  feels  no  interest  in  your  proceedings,  how  could  you  insure  the  attendance  of 
meuibers  of  the  Board  who  would  have  so  small  an  interest  as  tlie  150,000th  part 
of  the  county  expenditure  ? — You  ask  me  the  question,  and  I  state  the  fact,  that 
the  uuardian  does  attend  the  general  meetings  of  the  Board  occasionally,  but 
never  at  the  time  of  giving  the  relief.  That  guardian  represents  a  constituency, 
I  think,  of  seven. 

6993.  He  never  attends  that  particular  portion  of  the  business  ;  that  is  to  say, 
the  relief  of  the  poor? — No;  1  think  when  the  whole  charge  was  uniform  every 
ratepayer  would  have  an  equal  interest  in  putting  a  check  upon  anything  like 
extravagance. 

6994.  Do  you  think  it  would  mend  his  attendance  if  the  cost  of  the  irremovable 
poor,  of  which,  according  to  the  rateable  value  of  the  parish,  be  comes  in  for  a 
share  now,  were  made  a  union  charge,  and  his  parish  came  in  for  a  rather  larger 
share  of  the  burden  ? — I  do  not  think  that  the  question  of  a  guardian  attending 
or  not  attending  to  his  duty  has  to  do  with  the  removability  or  irremovability 
of  the  poor. 

6995.  It  has  a  great  deal  to  do  with  your  scheme  as  to  whether,  if  the  fund  is 
to  be  raised  by  an  assessment  upon  the  county,  you  could  collect  a  body  to  super- 
intend the  distribution  of  it? — It  has  this  to  do  with  it:  the  ratepayers  would 
have  an  interest  in  the  bulk  of  the  guardians  elected,  therefore  I  do  think  that 
extending  the  chargeability  over  the  whole  of  the  district  would  give  a  check  to 
the  ratepayers  of  the  whole  district. 

6996.  Chairman.']  You  have  no  immediate  expectation,  I  presume,  of  your  plan 
being  carried  out ;  we  will  ask  you  aboutthe  law  as  it  stands  ;  do  you  object  to  the 
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Mr.  H. Patter,     continuance  of  the  Irremovable  Act,  with  certain  amendments  that  have  been 

suggested,  such  as  the  period  of  residence  being  reduced,  and  that  the  people 

•5  July  **6^*  who  acquire  irremovability  should  live  in  the  union  and  not  in  the  parishes  ? — I 
think  to  make  the  chargeability  extend  over  the  union  would  be  a  great  improve- 
ment upon  making  the  parishes  chargeable. 

6997.  You  would  allow  of  a  poor  person  being  irremovable  by  livino  in  the 
union,  and  not  in  a  particular  parish? — Is  it  proposed  in  that  scheme  that  the 
person  living  in  the  union  the  charge  shall  be  upon  the  union. 

6998.  You  are  recommending  two  things,  one  is  having  the  system  of  union 
rating  and  union  liability ;  supposing  the  common  fund  should  be  raised 
upon  property  in  the  union,  would  it  be  advisable  to  reduce  the  period  of  resi- 
dence, and  to  allow  that  residence  to  take  place  in  the  union,  and  not  in  the 
parishes? — I  cannot  say  as  to  reducing  the  time  of  residence  until  the  charge  for 
the  poor  is  more  equally  assessed. 

6999.  The  question  is  simply  this,  whether  you  agree  with  many  other  wit- 
nesses who  have'  been  examined,  and  who  tell  us  that  they  have  had  great 
experience  in  the  application  of  the  law,  in  these  two  simple  amendments,  that 
the  period  of  residence  should  be  reduced,  and  irremovability  acquired  by  living 
in  the  union,  and  that  the  common  fund  shall  be  supported  out  of  a  rate  upon  all 
the  rateable  properly  in  the  union? — Then  1  say  it  would  be  an  improvement  oo 
the  present  plan  that  uniformity  of  charge  should  ceitainly  take  place.  As  to  a 
three  years*  residence  giving  irremovability,  I  so  far  agree  with  it  that  the  nearer 
we  can  get  to  non-removal  the  better  it  will  be  for  the  poor  and  for  the  rate- 
payers. 

7000.  Would  not  it  be,  as  regards  the  poor,  a  mitigation  of  the  evil  tliat  they 
should  acquire  irremovability  in  three  years  instead  of  five  ? — Yes. 

7001.  Sir  Edward  GroganJ]  And  that  they  should  acquire  that  irremovability 
in  the  union  instead  of  in  the  parishes? — Yes. 

7002.  Mr.  Barrow.]  Assuming  that  all  paupers  are  made  chargeable  to  the 
union  fund,  to  be  raised. by  a  rate  made  according  to  the  rateable  property  in  the 
union,  you  would  not  object  to  making  three  years  a  sufficient  residence  instead 
of  five  ? — I  would  not  object  to  that,  and  I  would  ask  another  question,  sup- 
posing that  you  cannot  find  the  settlen)eut  of  any  person  living  in  a  parish  ;  for 
instance,  this  person  I  have  mentioned  and  others,  why  should  not  the  whole  of 
such  persons  who  are  not  legally  settled  in  the  parish  be  chargeable  in  the  same 
way  as  this  other  class  of  persons  ? 

7003.  Sir  IViUiam  Miles.]  Would  \ou  alter  the  time  of  residence  from  five 
years  to  three  years  ? — I  have  answered  that,  yes. 

7004.  What  would  you  do  with  those  persons  then,  whom  you  cannot  remove 
from  your  parish, owing  to  circumstances? — Charge  them  in  the  same  way  as  the 
irremovable  poor,  from  want  of  residence. 

7005.  You  would  put  them  on  the  common  fund,  and  not  put  them  on  the 
parish  ? — Yes. 

7006.  Chairman.]  What  are  the  names  of  those  two  parishes  that  contribute 
nothing  to  the  fund,  and  are  very  well  off;  you  have  mentioned  the  Inns  04 
Court? — ^The  other  two  pay  but  a  small  proportion  compared  with  the  other 
parishes  in  the  union  ;  the  parish  of  Bartbolemew-the-Less,  and  the  other  is  the 
Bridewell  Precinct,  which  includes  the  property  of  the  Bridewell,  close  to  Black- 
friars  Bridge. 

7007.  1  understand,  as  far  as  the  common  fund  is  concerned,  you  would  rate 
those  parishes  equally  r — Yes. 

7008.  Do  you  believe  that  that  would  be  very  much  resisted  in  your  union,  by 
people  of  wealth  and  consequence  ?— I  think  not,  because  the  two  parishes  that 
would  resist  it  are  small  parishes,  if  there  was  any  resistance  at  all. 

7009.  Do  you  speak  the  opinions  of  your  Board  ?— I  do  ;  I  believe  our  Board 
would  agree  to  a  uniform  charge  over  the  union  for  all  the  poor,  if  the  question 
did  not  require  the  unanimous  consent  of  the  guardians. 

7010.  How  many  parishes  are  there  in  your  union?— Seven. 

701 1 .  You  think  that  five  parishes  would  agree  to  it? — ^Yes. 

7012.  And  the  two  olhers  are  too  small  to  be  formidable  in  resisting  such  a 
proposition  ?— They  are  in  this  way  ;  we  cannot  make  a  uniform  charge  because 
it  requres  at  present  the  unanimous  consent  of  the  guardians. 

7013.  Is  there  anything  else  that  you  wish  to  stater— We  arc  in  an  unfair 
position  as  being  close  to  the  City  of  London,  where  there  are  many  parishes 
^  that 
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that  have  no  p]ace  for  a  poor  person  to  reside  in ;  they  come  to  reside,  like  the 
one  I  mentioned  in  Bartholomew  the  Great,  to  be  near  where  they  are  employed  ; 
so  far  the  making  the  residence  five  years  would  go  against  the  point  I  have 
already  said.  You  must  have  something  like  uniformity  of  charge  with  non- 
removability.     The  only  chance  we  have  of  relieving  ourselves  is  non-removal. 

7014.  Your  complaint  against  the  City  of  London  is  that  people  live  in  your 
union  and  work  in  other  parishes? — Yes,  no  doubt  of  it. 

7015.  Sir  William  Miles.']  Can  you  state  about  the  proportion  of  the  charge 
for  your  settled  poor,  and  the  charge  for  your  irremovable  poor  during  a  year? — 
Something  like  4,000 /.out  of  18,000/.  I  cannot  give  the  exact  figures  from 
memory. 


Mr.  H.  Potter. 
35  July  i866. 


The  Right  Hon.  Thomas  Henry  Sutton  Soiheron  Estcourt^  a  Member  of 

the  Committee ;   Examined. 

7016.  Sir  IVilliam  Miles.']  YOU  have,  I  believe,  for  many  years  turned  your 
attention  to  the  Poor  Laws  ? — I  have. 

7017.  You  were,  at  one  time,  President  of  the  Poor  Law  Board? — For  about 
12  months. 

7018.  Have  you  given  much  attention  to  the  Act  called  the  Irremovable  Act? 
— 1  gave  attention  to  it  particularly  during  the  time  that  I  had  a  seat  at  the  Board, 
and  at  other  times  when  it  was  forced  upon  n>y  attention  in  common  with  other 
parts  of  the  Poor  Law  system. 

7019.  What  is  your  opinion  as  to  the  justice  of  the  Irremovable  Act? — My 
opinion  with  regard  to  the  justice  of  it  is,  that  it  was  not  an  unjust  Act  at  the 
time  that  it  was  established ;  I  think,  it  was  an  improvement  upon  the  existing 
system.  My  idea  about  the  Irremovable  Act  of  1846  is,  that  it  was  in  a 
manner  forced  upon  Parliament  to  remedy  what  was  felt  to  be  a  grievous 
injustice,  and  a  great  hardship  at  the  time,  from  the  strict  application  of  the  law 
as  It  then  stood. 

7050.  Have  you  seen  any  reason  to  alter  tlie  opinion  which  you  first  formed  of 
that  Act  ? — The  opinion  which  I  entertained  with  regard  to  the  Irremovable  Act, 
1  think,  has  not  varied.  I  still  tliink  it  is  an  improvement  upon  the  system  which 
existed  before,  but  I  do  not  think  it  at  all  a  perfect  measure  ;  and  it  never  was 
intended  to  be  a  permanent  measure ;  it  bore  on  the  face  of  it  that  it  was  only  a 
remedy  for  what  was  felt  to  be  too  grievous  to  be  borne  under  the  former  system, 
and  lam  only  surprised  that  so  many  years  should  have  passed  without  the  matter 
receiving  something  like  a  perfect  and  final  arrangement. 

7021.  Do  you  think  the  time  has  arrived  in  which  that  Act  might  be  repealed, 
and  a  general  Act  upon  the  subject  brought  forward  in  Parliament? — leer* 
tainly  do. 

7022.  Will  you  be  kind  enough  to  state  how  you  would  deal  now  with  the 
subject  ? — ^I  can  tell  you  in  a  few  words.  My  notion  of  tlie  expediency  of  the 
measure  depends  upon  the  following  considerations :  when  the  Law  of  Settle- 
ment was  established,  in  the  reign  of  Charles  the  Second,  it  was  intended 
-as  a  remedy,  as  I  conceive,  for  the  bad  effect  arising  from  the  congestion  of  labour 
and  the  flow  of  population  to  places  where  there  happened  to  be  some  temporary 
inducement  for  people  to  go,  but  where  those  persons  were  not  intended  or 
expected  permanently  to  take  up  their  abode.  The  mode  in  which  the  Law  of 
Settlement  was  then  fixed  was,  to  make  it  extremely  stringent,  with  very 
penal  enactments.  It  is  plain  that  the  intention  was,  if  possible,  absolutely 
to  prohibit  any  person  from  going  from  one  parish  to  another  parish  with  which 
they  had  no  connexion  ;  from  that  time,  nearly  200  years  ago,  down  to  the 
present  time,  the  constant  course  of  legislation  has  been  to  relax  these  restric* 
tions;  humanity  stepped  in,  and  policy  stepped  in,  and  for  various  reasons  Par- 
liament, from  time  to  time,  made  considerable  relaxations  of  the  severilv  of  the 
law,  as  it  was  established  in  the  time  of  Charles  the  Second.  Wlien  the 
new  poor  law  was  passed  in  1834,  those  relaxations  were  carried  still  further,  but 
by  the  year  1 845  the  feeling  that  under  the  new  system  of  administration  of  the 
poor  laws,  real  control  and  an  effective  check  to  mismanagement  were  substan- 
tially established  throughout  the  kingdom,  induced  people,  I  think,  more  to 
consider  what  was  fair  towards  the  poor  themselves.  Mr.  Bodkin's  Act  of 
1845,  as  far  as  I  remember,  was  not  a  proposition  made  by  him  distinctly  on  any 

opinion  that  he   entertained,  or  any  theory  that    he  conceived,   but  it  grew 
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Tbe  Ri^ht  Roil,  out  of  circumsUnocd,  and  was,  I  think,  only  ii^teiKkd  to  last  until  Parliament 
r.  O  s.  8.  should  take  the  matter  more  fully  into  its  consideration,  and  should  pass  a  more 
AtoiT"*  >i*p-  general  Act  upon  the  subject.  The  immediate  effect  of  Mr.  Bodkin's  Act  was 
~7Z  TT  jireatly  to  increase  the  burden  of  certain  parishes ;  there  was  also  an  action  in 
«5  3  I  o.  ^j^^  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  which  rendered  it  necessary  for  the  Poor  Law  Board 
to  interfere  by  a  general  order.  The  following  year  therefore,  if  I  am  not  mis- 
taken, the  law  passed,  which  enacted  that  the  funds  for  the  payment  of  the  cost 
of  the  irremovable  poor,  created  for  the  first  tiaie  by  tlie  Act  of  the  year  betore, 
should  be  raised  out  of  the  common  fund,  which  common  fund  by  a  previous  enact- 
ment, namely  in  1834,  was  to  be  levied  upon  what  are  coiirmonly  called  averages. 
The  whole  of  the  transaction,  which  I  think  perhaps  was  as  good  as  Parliament 
could  at  that  time  establish,  is  not  very  well  suited  to  the  present  circumstances, 
therefore  that  which  I  think  Parliament  should  do  is  to  repeal  both  those  Acts ; 
the  Act  creating  irremovability,  and  the  Act  declaring  that  the  cost  of  the  irre- 
inoyable  poor  should  be  paid  out  of  the  common  fund.  I  think  those  two  Acts 
should  be  repealed,  and  in  place  of  them  the  mode  of  dealing  with  the  subject 
bhould  be  in  the  way  I  will  now  shortly  describe:  I  think  the  status  of  irremov. 
ability  not  iiaving  been  long  established  in  the  country,  containing  many  imper- 
fections and  some  inconveniences,  ought  no  longer  to  exist.  I  think  we  had 
better  recur  to  the  old  form  of  settlement,  and  inasmuch  as  we  mu^t  fix  upOQ 
some'  spot  in  which  the  settlement  is  to  take  place,  I  prefer  the  old  esta- 
blished form  of  parochial  settlement  to  any  other  description  of  it.  There- 
fore I  should  like  to  abolish  irremovability,  and  I  should  like  to  have  in 
place  of  it,  settlement,  and  that  settlement  in  a  parish ;  I  do  nut  know 
whether  you  would  care  to  learn  the  reason  why  I  think  parochial  settle- 
ment better  than  union  settlen)ent;  perhaps  I  had  better  go  shortly  through 
the  mode  in  nhich  I  think  tiie  whole  of  the  subject  might  be  deak  with; 
1  think  that  settlement  ougiit  to  be  acquired  much  more  easily  than  it  is  at 
present.  I  think  Irocu  what  T  have  heard  myself  as  a  Member  of  this  Com- 
mittee, and  knowing  it  was  recommended  by  a  former  Committee,  three  years' 
residence  should  be  substituted  tor  five  years.  1  think  even  three  years  too  much, 
but  I  should  be  very  willing  10  acquiesce  in  three  years.  I  think,  in  tbe  first 
place,  it  is  rather  too  long,  and  in  the  next  place  that  any  |)eriod  of  years  is  bad. 
It  would  be  a  much  better  thing  to  fix  upon  a  certain  number  of  weeks,  and  the 
amount  of  weeks  which  I  should  upon  the  whole  prefer,  would  be  about  halfway 
between  two  and  three  years  ;  that  is  to  say,  instead  of  saying  a  settlement  sliall 
be  gained  by  three  years'  residence,  I  should  like  to  say  that  settlement  shall  be 
gained  by  120  or  130  weeks,  which  Is  about  the  amount  of  two  years  and  a  halPs 
continuous  residence,  and  the  good  you  will  gain  by  that  is  that  the  settlement 
will  be  acquired  more  insensibly.  You  would  not  start  from  a  particular  date  to 
a  pai ticular  date  ;  but  a  man  who  would  gain  a  settlement  would  be  a  man  who 
was  continuously  in  the  course  ot  residence,  or  in  the  course  of  work  in  a  par- 
ticular parish  ;  but  that  is  a  minor  matter,  and  all  I  should  say  about  that  is,  I 
think  the  period  had  better  be  three  years  than  five  years,  and  for  myself  I  should 
be  willmt;  to  accept  it  at  a  shorter  period.  I  think  that  settlement  by  biith  ought 
not  to  hold  good  with  any  ujan  or  woman  alter  the  age  of  21 ,  and  in  the  same  way 
as  I  think  that  settlement  ought  to  be  gained,  by  residence  of  three  years, 
so  it  ought  to  be  lost  by  an  absence  of  three  years.  The  result  of  that  woald 
be  that  some  pennons  would  be  continually  without  a  settlement,  but  on  the  other 
hand  they  could  very  easily  gain  a  fresh  one  by  thiee  years'  residence. 

7023.  ChairmaN.]  How  do  you  propose  that  the  loss  of  settlement  should 
ari^e  ? — By  absence  Irom  the  spot  tor  the  same  period  that  is  necessary  to  gain  a 
settlenient.  Any  person  residing  120  weeks  in  any  parish,  should  gain  a  settle- 
ment in  that  parish,  and  if  he  went  away  for  120  weeks  from  that  parish^  he 
should  lose  that  settlement;  the  theory  would  be  that  by  going  away  tor  120 
weeks  he  would  gain  a  settlement  elsewhere ;  he  would  be  unsettled  until  he  had 
so  acquired  a  fresh  settlement  wherever  it  might  happen  to  be. 

7024.  Who  would  be  liable  to  support  him  in  the  interval  supposing  him  to 
have  wandered?— That  in  fact  is  the  real  gist  of  the  whole  thing;  ttie  question  of 
removal,  and  the  que^jtion  of  settlement  really  turns  upon  this.  Who  shall  be  legally 
bound  to  provioe  for  the  maintenance  of  the  pauper  if  he  becomes  destitute ;  I 
should  divide  all  persons  therefore  into  two  heads,  the  '*  settled"  and  tt>c 
**  unsettled  ;"  all  the  settled  I  should  expect  to  be  supported  by  the  parish  hi 
which  they  had  a  settlement,  and  all  the  unsettled  I  slionid  treat  exactly  in  t^e 
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same  way  as  I  believe  the  casual  poor  are  now  treated  ;  namely,  I  should  relieve    1  he  nif^M  Hob. 
them  at  the  expense  of  tlie  union.     The  Committee  will  observe  that  the  numbers       ifl^^  ^ 
which  would  be  able  to  claim  relief  from  the  union  would  probably  be  considerably  .      ^^'"^*  "''^ 
more  than  ll)08e  who  are  at  present  entitled  to  relief  from  the  union,  but  on  the  j  ,     ^g, 

other  hand^  from  the  great  facility  that  by  this  scheme  I  should   give  to  any      ^*      '  * 
person  to  acquire  a  settlement,  in  my  opinicin  the  matter  would  be  about  as  broad 
as  it  is  long ;  though  a  greater  number  might  claim  relief  from  the  union  as  being 
unsettled,  on  the  other  hand  a  greater  number  would  acquire  settlement  elsewhere 
so  that  they  would  discbarge  the  union  of  all  liability. 

7025.  Sir  WilHam  Miles*']  You  have  stated  that  you  would  destroy  birth 
settlement  after  21  ;  would  you  keep  it  up  to  21  ? — I  would. 

7026.  When  should  a  man  t)egin  to  acquire  the  status  that  you  propose  to  be 
a  settlement;  only  at  21,  or  would  you  begin  at  16? — At  21  ;  at  all  times  I 
would  allow  a  settlement  by  residence  or  by  labour  to  supersede  birth-settlement ; 
but  until  the  age  of  21,  I  would  allow  a  person  not  having  gained  such  a  settle- 
ment to  have  a  settlement  by  birth  ;  because  I  think  that  no  person  ought  to  be 
entirely  destitute  of  settlement,  except  by  his  own  fault. 

7027.  Chairman.']  What  is  settlement  by  labour? — I  think  if  any  one  can 
prove  that  he  has  worked  continuously  in  eny  parish  for  a  period,  say  120  weeks, 
that  such  a  person  ought  to  have  acquired  a  settlement  in  the  parish  where  he 
has  so  worked. 

7028.  Without  residence  ? — ^Without  residence;  and  if  at  the  same  time,  he  is 
residing  in  a  neighbouring  parish,  he  thereby,  according  to  this  theory,  would 
gain  a  settlement  both  by  residence  and  by  labour ;  I  would  allow  him  to  elect 
which  of  the  two  he  prefers. 

7029.  He  mi^t  acquire  a  settlement  by  both,  and  you  assume  that  he  works 
in  one  parish,  and  that  he  lives  in  another  120  weeks,  and  then  he  is  to  have  his 
option  where  he  becomes  chargeable  ? — I  think  he  should  have  his  option.  My 
object  in  putting  forward  that  idea  is  this,  that  we  know  very  often  there  are  not 
cottages  in  rural  parishes  to  enable  those  who  work  upon  the  farms  in  those 
parishes  to  reside  upon  them,  and  tbey  are  thereiore  compelled  to  have  their 
residence  in  a  neighbourhig  town,  and  if  we  are  making  an  alteration  in  the  law 
it  would  be  very  reasonable  to  allow  those  persons  to  acquire  a  settlement,  which 
I  presume  is  an  object  to  them^  either  in  the  place  where  they  reside  or  in  the 
place  where  they  work. 

7030.  What  proof  would  you  accept  of  persons  working  1 20  weeks  in  the  same 
place ;  then*  own  statement  ? — No,  I  do  not  think  that  would  be  sufficient ;  of 
course  it  must  be  defined.  I  am  not  at  this  nioment  prepared  to  say  what  I 
should  consider  a  sufficient  amount  of  proof. 

7031.  Should  the  employment  be  continuous  weeks? — It  should  be  continuous 
employment  and  continuous  residence ;  it  should  not  be  necessarily  with  one 
master,  but  it  should  be  continuous. 

7032.  If  a  man  were  out  of  work  in  the  winter,  he  would  lose  his  settle- 
ment ?— He  would  lose  his  settlement,  but  he  would  have  his  residence  setde- 
ment. 

7033.  Is  not  that  the  introduction  of  hiring  and  service  again  ? — Yes,  I  think 
the  great  objection  to  hiring  and  service  was  the  shortness  of  the  period  ;  it  was 
one  year;  and  the  consequence  was,  it  was  evaded ;  in  fact,  the  slightest  evasion 
superseded  the  law  ;  the  common  evasion  was  to  take  servants  for  51  weeks. 

7034.  Do  not  you  think  they  would  be  taken  for  119  weeks? — No  doubt; 
there  is  no  law  which  is  not  susceptible  of  evasion,  but  there  is  less  chance  of 
evasion  for  a  k>ng  period  than  a  short  one. 

7035.  Mr.  Barrow*]  Do  you  think  if  you  gave  a  pauper  the  choice  of  settle- 
ment between  the  parish  where  he  worked  and  where  he  reside,  in  one  of  whicli 
there  were  no  cottages  and  in  the  other  there  were,  there  would  be  any  doubt 
about  his  election  ? — I  do  not  know  which  he  would  elect. 

7036.  You  say  that  a  pauper  without  settlement  should  be  maintained  at  the 
expense  of  the  union,  how  is  the  expense  of  the  union  to  be  raised?— The  com- 
mon fund  at  present  is  raised  by  what  are  called  averages  ;  in  my  view  there  is 
something  which  is  fair  in  the  system  of  averages,  and  there  is  something  which 
is  un&ir.  Averages  were  invented  at  the  time  of  the  passing  of  the  Union  Poor 
Law  as  not  only  the  best,  but  almost  the  only  mode  of  dealing  with  tolerable  fair- 
ness towards  the  diflPerent  parishes  ;  that  which  was  required  was,  that  the  parishes 
then  for  the  first  time  put  into  combination,  should  raise  respectively  their  several 
,    0.95.  3  E  4  shares 
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The  Right  Hon.    shares  of  a  common  fund.    If  they  had  raised  that  fund  upon  the  rateable  value 
Estcaurfuv.     ^^  ^^^  property  in  those  several  parishes,  the  result  would  have  been  that  they 
'    '  *      would  have  been  put  upon  an  entirely  different  footing  from  that  upon  which   up 
~     ~        to  that  moment  they  had  stood,  because  up  to  that  moment,  before  they  were 
s5Joiyi8Do,     formed  into  unions,  and  before  the  common  fund  was  thought  of,  they  simply 
provided  accommodation  or  staff  for  their  own  poor  ;  and  then,  as  I  understand  it, 
averages  were  invented  as  the  mode  by  which  it  was  determined  that  each  should 
contribute  to  the  common  fund  exactly  in  proportion  to  the  use  that  would  be 
made  of  what  was  provided  by  that  expenditure;  therefore,  in  1834,  I  do  not 
think  it  can  be  denied  that  averages  were  fair;  the  question  is,  whether  26  years 
having    elapsed,    during    which    all    those   different   parishes   have    been    put 
under  one  common   management,   when   consequently   there    is   much    greater 
uniformity   in  all  matters   connected  with  the   management    of  the   poor  thaiv 
existed  before,  matters  have  not  greatly  altered.     I  think,  to  a  certain  extent,  that 
is  the  case,  consequently  averages,  I  think,  ought  not  to  be  continued  on  their 
present  footing.     On  the  other  hand,  I  do  not  think  it  would  be  a  fair  thing  to 
assess  this  common  fund  purely  upon  the  rateable  value  of  property,  because 
there  is  an  element  which  certainly,  in  my  opinion,  ought  to  enter  into  the  con- 
sideration, namely,  the  amount  of  need  which  each  parish  would  have  of  the  con- 
veniences produced  by  the  common  fund,  of  which  population,  and  not  rateable 
value,  is  the  more  true  criterion.    Therefore,  I  should  like  to  see  the  common  fund 
raised  by  raising  it  from  the  different  parishes  of  the  union  upon  the  footing  of  a 
calculation  into  which  both  population  and  rateable  value  of  the  property  should 
enter.     I  do  not  believe  there  would  be  any  difficulty  in  making  out  such  a  calcu- 
lation.    I  am  not  prepared  at  this  moment  to  lay  it  before  the  Committee,  but  it 
would  be  exactly  the  same  formula  of  calculation  upon  which,  in  the  year  1 832,  the 
first  Reform  Bill  passed.     If  there  were  no  difficulty  then,  there  would  be,  of 
course,  no  difficulty  now ;  and  you   would  get  two  elements   which   ought   not 
to  be   separated  in   the   consideration   of  this  part   of  the   subject,  namely,  the 
rateable  value  of  property  and  the  population.     If  the  common  fund  were  raised  in 
anything  like  the  way  I  am  now  endeavouring  to  indicate,  then,  I  think,  all  unsettled 
poor  should  be  relieved  out  of  that  common  fund,  and  the  result  to  the  poor 
man  would  be,  that  there  would  be  very  little  difference,  whether  he  was  settled 
or  unsettled.     The  real  effect  of  the  question  of  settlement  would  be  simply  who 
is  the  party  who  is  to  pay  for  it.     If  he  is  settled,  the  parish  would  pay,  and 
if  he  is  unsettled,  the  union  should  pay.     I  do  not  know  whether  it  is  necessary 
to  go  on  further  to  say  that  I  do  think,  both  with  regard  to  parishes  and  with 
regard  to  unions,  it  would  be  a  fair  thing  to  facilitate  the  means  of  obtaining  a 
rate  in  aid,  and  so  taking  one  more  step  towards  equalizing  the  burden  all  over 
the  country ;  but  I  think  by  doing  it  upon  the  old  form  of  a  rate  in  aid,  I  shall  at 
least  stave  off,  during  our  time,  the  carrying  into  effect  of  that  which  I  think 
would  be  perfect  ruin  to  the  country,  namely,  an  attempt  to  raise  the  money  that 
is  required  for  the  relief  of  the  poor  by  anything  like  a  general  rate  either  of  the 
whole  nation,  or  even  of  any  county ;  and  I  say  so,  because  I  think  nothing  is  so- 
ruinous  as  the  idea  of  entrusting  the  expenditure  of  money  to  those  who  are  not 
the  representatives  of  the  persons  from  whom  the  money  is  to  be  raised.   Whether 
a  rate  in  aid  originally  was  the  best  scheme  to  be  devised,  I  do  not  know,  but,  in 
my  opinion,  it  has  veiy  great  merit  from  the  fact  that  it  is  250  years  old. 

7037.  Sir  William  mUes,']  The  rate  in  aid  was  first  of  all  taken  from  the 
neighbouring  parish,  was  not  it? — It  was  taken  from  the  hundred. 

7038.  Mr.  Henry  Herbert.']  What  was  the  extreme  area  that  could  go  to  any 
hundred  according  to  the  old  law? — I  believe  the  provision  in  the  Act  of 
Elizabeth  was  to  this  effect,  that  when  the  hundred  was  over  burdened,  there  was 
the  means  of  applying  to  the  county. 

7039.  Sir  William  Miles.]  Would  you  leave  that  exactly  in  the  same  state  ? — 
I  would  leave  the  principle  exactly  the  same ;  I  should  like  to  have  an  easier 
machinery  for  carrying  it  into  effect. 

7040.  Will  you  state  what  that  machinery  should  be  ? — The  machinery  of  the 
old  Act  of  Elizabeth  was  this :  a  parish  being  overburdened,  being  incapable  of 
providing  for  the  poor  people,  or  having  exhausted  the  whole  of  their  resources, 
were  enabled  to  apply  to  the  magistrates,  and  the  magistrates  had  the  power  of 
ordering  a  rate  in  aid  upon  the  hundred.  For  one  reason  or  another  there  is 
scarcely  an  instance  of  that  rate  in  aid  having  been  put  into  effect ;  I  presume  one 
reason  is  this^  that  in  the  similar  case  of  an  action  against  a  hundrefd  for  damages 

sustained 


Digitized  by 


Google 


SELECT  COMMITTEE  ON  IRREMOVABLE  POOR.  409 

sustained  in  a  riot,  there  always  is  so  great  an  impediment  thrown  in  the  way,    The  Right  Hon. 

that  it  is  never  resorted  to  if  it  is  possible  to  avoid  it     The  nmgistrates,  there-         T.  H.  S.  S. 

fore,  in  the  reij^n  of  Elizabeth,  formed  tlie  authority  to  which  the  parishes  could       ^^onrty  it.K 

apply ;  now,   I  think  we   have  machinery  in   the  Poor  I^w  Board  far  better 

able  to  judge  of  the  peculiar  circumstances  of  the  case,  able  to  obtain  accurate      ^^   ^  ^      * 

returns  and  able  to  check  them,  and  therefore  I  should  like  to  see  a  rate  in  aid 

obtainable  by  a  particular  form  of  a]|!)plication  to  the  Poor  Law  Board  ;  and  I 

should  like  to  give  to  the  Poor  Law  Board,  if  certain  conditions  are  complied  with, 

the  means  of  ordering  a  rate  in  aid.     The  foundation  of  the  whole  should  be  the 

auditor's  last  report ;  and  the  case  which  should  authorise  the  Board  to  direct  the 

levy  of  a  rate  in  aid  should  be  the  circumstance  tliat,  according  to  the  auditor's 

last  revision,  the  expenditure  for  unsettled  poor  has  exceeded  a  certain  average, 

say  of  seven  years  previously.     In  that  case,  I  would  give  to  the  union  the  power 

of  applying  to  the  Poor  Law  Board,  and  if  the  Poor  Law  Board  found  by  the 

auditor's  import  that  the  unions  had  been  put  to  a  charge  for  those  unsettled  poor 

exceeding  the  average,  say  of  seven  years  before,  then  they  should  grant  a  rate 

in  aid  from  the  conterminous  unions* 

7041 .  You  would  not  put  any  particular  sum  at  which  this  rate  in  aid  should 
be  required  ?— No;  I  would  take  each  place  according  to  its  ordinary  circum- 
stances. I  would  not  allow  a  rate  in  aid  to  be  called  for  unless  the  expenditure 
exceeded  what  the  ratepayers  might  fairly  expect  from  the  experience  of  the 
last  seven  years*  When  it  did  so,  I  would  grant  them  the  power  of  applying  to 
the  Poor  Law  Board.  I  would  substitute  the  Poor  Law  Board  for  the  justices, 
as  a  court  of  appeal,  to  which  either  a  parish  or  union  might  apply. 

7042.  Would  not  it  bear  with  great  hardship  in  this  case  :  Taking  the  case  of 
an  urban  union,  with  two  rural  unions  around  it,  owing  to  the  fluctuations  of 
trade,  the  urban  union  might  be  placed  in  a  situation  of  frequently  demanding 
rates  in  aid*  According  to  your  system,  that  would  come  upon  the  two  rural 
unions ;  do  not  you  think  that  rate  would  come  upon  unions  that  are  not  at  all 
mixed  up  with  the  otl»er  union  in  the  way  of  trade  and  business? — No  doubt; 
you  cannot  deal  with  this  question  without  experiencing  great  difficulties.  There 
is  no  abstract  reason  why  you  should  charge  a  parish  with  the  maintenance  of  any 
poor  person;  you  do  so  upon  the  old  principle  of  neighbourhood.  You  take  for 
your  foundation  that  those  who  live  together,  and  are  acquainted  with  each  other*s 
circumstances^  shall  be  mutually  responsible  to  help  themselves  througti  the 
difficulties  of  life.  That  is  the  basis ;  and  it  is,  I  believe,  the  only  basis.  We 
have  taken  the  parishes,  the  conveniences  of  modern  life  necessarily  extend  the 
neighbourhood.  Of  course,  they  do  not  give  to  the  persons  a  better  knowledge 
of  their  neighbours,  but  they  bring  them  into  connexion,  and  cause  them  to  have 
a  community  of  interest.  In  the  case  you  have  put  of  an  urban  union  and  two 
rural  unions  close  to  it,  I  do  not  believe  it  is  possible  that  the  urban  population 
could  be  otherwise  than  beneficial  to  those  rural  unions  adjoining ;  and  conse- 
quently I  do  not  think  it  is  unfair  that  they  should  also  contribute  (observe,  under 
conditions,  and  only  to  a  moderate  extent)  to  help  that  urban  union  adjoining  to 
them  in  times  of  distress. 

7043.  Would  not  the  same  process  of  reasoning  lead  you  to  prefer  union  to 
parochial  settlement? — I  object  to  union  settlement  for  two  or  three  reasons  ;  cue 
is,  that  it  is  a  novelty  ;  the  second  is  that  I  cannot  tell  how  far  it  may  be  made  use 
of  as  a  stepping-stone  in  a  direction,  which  I  think  is  fraught  with  danger; 
another  reason  is,  that  I  do  not  see  what  is  gained  by  a  union  settlement,  provided 
you  were  to  accept  anythinjy  like  what  I  have  been  now  indicating.  If  I  thought 
the  interest  of  the  poor  man  would  be  materially  benefited  by  enacting  a  union 
settlement,  I  should  very  much  hesitate  to  refuse  my  assent,  but  if  you  very  much 
facilitate  the  means  of  the  poor  man  in  acquiring  settlement  elsewhere,  I  do  not 
think  it  is  necessary  to  pay  particular  attention  to  that  question  which  has  so  often 
been  spoken  of,  of  a  man  living,  say,  five  years  in  a  union,  half  of  it  on  one  side 
of  a  street  and  half  of  it  on  the  other,  and  at  the  end  of  that  time  he  finds  that 
he  has  gained  nothing  at  all  thereby ;  if  you  reduce  the  period  from  five  years 
to  two-and-a-half  years,  and  then  say  to  that  man,  you  may  go  anywhere  you 
please,  and  acquire  in  a  reasonable  period  a  settlement  elsewhere,  I  do  not  think 
it  is  necea^ry  to  make  a  provision  against  such  an  accident  as  I  have  been 
describinjj. 

7044.  Mr.  Henry  Herbert.']  Do  not  you  think,  when  once  you  go  in  the  im* 
position  of  a  rate  in  aid  beyond  the  district  you  have  described,  where  tliere  is  a 
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The  Right  Hon.    community  of  Deig:hbourhood  and  interest,  that  you  raise  a  very  large  question  as 

r.  H.  S.  8.       tQ  jhe  incidence  of  taxation  for  the  poor  at  all  ? — I  do. 
^^^J[_JI!lf*  7045.  Will  not  the  question  then  arise,  supposing  such  a  law   were  passed, 

mJoIv  1860.  whether  all  species  of  property  beyond  that  small  area  should  not  contribute  ? — 
■v  •  ^^  doubt,  the  moment  you  go  beyond  a  parish  you  are  exposed  to  that  chance. 
You  put  a  certain  number  of  parishes  into  a  union,  and  you  say  you  shall 
have  a  common  interest ;  I  will  force  you  'to  deal  with  the  poor  in  common.  No 
doubt  that  should  be  carefully  done.  When  you  once  go  beyond  that,  and  put 
your  foot  over  the  border,  you  no  longer  have  the  same  check ;  but  I  am  sup- 
posing a  case  in  which  the  hypothesis  is,  that  the  union  is  already  called  upon 
to  pay  a  larger  sum  than,  fairly  speaking  and  as  a  matter  of  public  policy,  ought 
to  be  required  to  be  contributed  for  the  maintenance  of  the  poor,  in  that  case,  I 
think,  the  principle  of  the  Act  of  Elizabeth  might  fairly  be  brought  into  effect. 

7046.  What  I  mean  is  this :  there  is  no  reason  in  the  abstract,  I  believe,  why 
reai  property  alone  should  contribute  to  the  relief  of  the  poor,  and  therefore  when 
you  go  beyond  these  districts  in  which  this  community  of  interest  is  supposed  to 
exist,  does  not  it  open  out  the  whole  question,  whether  funded  money  and  every 
species  of  property  should  not  equally  contribute  ?— It  does. 

7047.  Do  not  you  think  that  the  injustice  would  appear  very  glaring,  supposing 
districts  comparatively,  or  as  they  would  be  in  many  instances,  totally  unconnected, 
were  called  upon  to  pay  for  the  poverty  in  another  district ;  would  not  the  injus- 
tice be  greatly  felt  that  the  charge  should  extend  to  the  whole  community  as  to 
all  species  of  property  ? — First,  I  admit  the  injustice.  The  question  of  whether 
other  property  besides  real  property  should  contribute  to  the  poor-rate,  is 
one  that  is  occurring  to  every  person.  I  do  not  see  why  it  should  not  be  made 
a  subject  of  consideration  at  any  moment.  I  do  not  think  anything  like  what 
I  have  been  sketching  out  would  at  all  force  that  consideration  more  upon  the 
public  mind.  I  believe  the  only  reason,  why  real  property  alone  contributes 
18,  that  it  is  the  only  property  out  of  which  you  can  get  your  rate.  If  it  were 
possible  to  deal  with  personal  property  and  profits  of  trade,  and  measure  them, 
and  get  your  money  out  of  them,  1  believe  as  a  matter  of  justice  they  ought  to 
contribute ;  but  I  believe,  just  as  it  is  in  the  county  rate,  so  it  is  in  the  parochial 
rate,  you  lay  your  hands  upon  that  which  you  have  before  you,  the  value  of  which 
is  patent  to  everybody  in  the  parish,  more  or  less,  and  from  which  you  can  get 
your  money. 

7048.  Chairman.']  I  do  not  believe  it  is  confined  to  real  property,  which 
generally  means  land  ;  are  not  the  words  in  the  Act  *'  local  and  visible ;''  I  think 
the  question  was  put  as  to  real  property,  by  which  you  mean  land  as  alone 
available  for  rates  ;  the  Act  does  not  require  real  property,  but  visible  property, 
and  therefore  houses  are  just  as  much  rateable  as  lands  ? — ^That  is  so ;  I  specified 
generally  that  species  of  property  which  is  rated,  and  you  are  drawing  a  distinc- 
tion between  that  which  is  called  real  and  that  which  is  not  rated,  personal 
property  and  profits  of  trade. 

7049.  Sir  William  Miles.]  Have  you  turned  your  attention  to  the  hardship  of 
Irish  removals  ?— Yes,  I  have ;  and  indeed  two  years  ago  I  brought  a  Bill  into 
the  House  upon  the  subject ;  and  in  the  main,  I  think  that  the  provisions  of  that 
Bill  would  be  a  great  improvement  upon  the  existing  law.  The  Irish  having  no 
settlement,  the  law  as  it  stands  requires  that  in  case  of  removal  the  party  shall  be 
taken  to  Ireland  generally  ;  that  I  think  is  a  very  bad  provision ;  if  the  removal 
is  to  take  place,  I  think  the  pauper  ought  to  be  removed  to  the  workhouse  of  the 
union  in  which  the  parish  is  situated  with  which  that  pauper  states  that  he  or 
she  is  connected. 

7050.  The  removing  parish  bearing  the  whole  expense  of  the  removal  to  that 
place  ? — ^Yes.  At  the  same  time^  I  think,  as  a  matter  of  arrangement,  the  best 
mode  that  I  can  devise  in  that  which  was  prepared  when  we  were  talking  of  my 
Bill ;  namely,  that  there  shall  be  agents  appointed  at  the  great  ports,  to  whom 
each  person  shall  be  consigned,  who  shall  be  bound  to  take  the  paupers  and 
convey  them  to  their  destination,  at  the  expense  of  the  parish  which  has  applied 
lor  the  order  of  removal. 

705 1 .  Chairman.']  Those  agents  must  be  appointed  by  the  unions,  because 
every  parish  that  removes  an  Irishman  could  not  be  supposed  to  have  an  agent  at 
the  ports ;  therefore  I  presume  there  would  be  one  agent  at  the  ports,  and  the 
parishes  would  make  some  provision  for  his  payment  ? — My  idea  is  to  arrange 
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that  these  agents  should  be*appointed  by  the  Poor  Law  Board,  and  paid  by  the    ^®  ^^^*  ^^- 
Poor  Law  Board.  n^'  ^*  ^" 

7052.  Tn  England  or  Ireland  ?— In  England,  That  they  should  be  the  imme-  JJJ^-*^- 
diate  agents  of  the  Poor  Law  Board,  and  that  their  functions  should  be  to  act  as  g^  j^iy  jgj^ 
agents  for  the  different  parishes  or  unions  ren)oving  Irish  paupers  to  Ireland. 

7053.  Are  the  Committee  to  understand  that  those  agents  at  the  seaports  are 
to  accompany  the  paupers  to  the  place  to  which  they  say  they  belong? — Either  to 
accompany  them,  or  to  send  them  in  the  charge  of  somebody. 

7054.  The  whole  of  the  expense  of  doing  that  would  fall  upon  the  unions  in 
England  ? — Yes. 

7055*  When  the  unions  made  calculations  of  the  expense,  would  not  the  result 
be  that  the  removals  of  Irish  would  cease  altogether  ? — I  do  not  think  so. 

7056.  You  do  not  think  that  the  expense  you  would  thereby  impose  upon  the 
unions  would  deter  them  from  removing  Irish  paupers? — I  do  not.  I  have  not 
with  me  at  this  moment  a  paper  which  was  drawn  up  at  the  Poor  Law  Board,  to 
show  what  the  expense  would  be  ;  but  I  shall  be  happy  to  endeavour  to  procure 
it,  and  lay  it  before  the  Committee  at  their  next  sitting. 

7057.  As  far  as  1  understand,  you  do  not  propose  to  deal  with  the  subject  of 
removal  further  than  to  improve  the  mode  by  which  paupers  are  removed  to 
Ireland  ? — ^Yes,  that  is  what  I  mean. 

7058.  You  do  not  propose  to  give  improved  facilities  to  the  Irish  for  acquiring 
a  settlement  in  this  country  ? — I  propose  to  put  Irish  and  Scotch  upon  identically 
the  same  footing  as  English.  They  would  therefore  be  able  to  acquire  a  settle- 
ment in  Enoland,  just  as  any  English  poor  person  could  in  any  parish  in  which  he 
happened  to  be  at  work  or  to  reside. 

7059.  I  think  you  object  to  union  settlement  ? — ^Yes. 

7060.  So  that,  if  a  person  acquired  a  settlement  by  residence  or  work,  it  would 
be  only  a  settlement  in  a  parish  ? — It  would. 

7061.  What  are  the  dangers  that  attend  union  settlement.  Supposing  an 
Irishman  or  an  Englishman  residing  in  a  union  for  a  certain  time,  you  object  to 
his  acquiring  a  union  settlement,  as  far  as  I  understand  you,  because  it  is  a  novelty, 
or  it  might  lead  to  dangers  of  which  you  know  nothing.  I  did  not  exactly  under- 
stand what  you  meant,  because  any  change  in  the  law  is  a  novelty,  and  until  it  is 
worked  you  can  hardly  say  with  what  evils  it  is  attended  ? — I  think  in  every 
matter  connected  with  the  poor  laws,  above  all  other  kinds  of  law,  you  ought  to  con- 
sider that  you  are  dealing  with  that  which  will  interfere  with  and  intrude  upon  the 
habits  and  social  relations  of  poor  and  ignorant  persons,  therefore  I  would  make 
as  little  change  as  possible,  provided  only  I  could  gain  my  object.  That  is  what 
I  meant  by  using  the  word  novelty.  I  think  the  objection,  on  the  ground  of 
novelty,  is  simply  that  we  have  never,  until  the  present  moment,  heard  of  such 
a  thing  as  union  settlement ;  and  if  I  can  gain  the  object  that  I  think  ought  to 
be  gained  without  introducing  a  new  settlement,  I  should  think  it  an  advantage 
rather  than  the  contrary. 

7062.  Still  that  parochial  settlement  is  not  a  novelty.  We  have  ample  ex- 
perience of  its  mischief  and  the  injury  it  worked  to  the  poor.  It  would  be 
merely  making  another  experiment  by  giving  union  settlement  or  enlarging  the 
area  of  settlement;  you  are  confining  them  again  to  the  parochial  system,  in  which 
every  parish  is  supposed  to  have  a  different  interest  from  another  parish,  and  each 
tries  to  shift  the  burden  upon  the  other  ? — It  is  a  matter  of  opinion.  Upon  the 
whole,  I  adhere  to  the  parochial  system.  I  quite  admit  that  it  has  its  incon- 
veniences, but  I  also  think  that  it  has  many  great  advantages. 

7063.  I  understand  you  would  increase  the  sources  of  settlement  and  confine 
the  settlement  to  the  parishes  ? — ^Yes. 

7064.  Are  you  prepared  for  all  the  litigation  again  that  arose  previously  from 
that  system,  because,  as  you  are  perfectly  aware,  in  the  year  1834,  we  passed  from 
that  system  to  what  we  thought  a  better  one  ? — We  did. 

7065.  You  wish  to  revert  to  that  system,  are  you  prepared  for  all  the  evils  that 
will  arise  from  a  variety  of  sources  of  settlement  and  the  limited  area  of  settle- 
ment?—I  do  not  believe  that  they  would  occur;  I  think  that  the  litigation  then 
was  principally  caused  by  the  system  of  hiring  and  service;  I  think  the  evil  of 
hiring  and  service  consisted  in  the  shortness  of  the  period. 

7066.  Did  not  it  arise  also  from  the  imperfect  evidence  in  establishing  the 
settlement,  or  at  least  what  was  adduced  to  fix  settlement  upon  some  parish ;  all 
the  litigation  that  arose  springing  from  this  doubt,  as  to  whether  a  pauper  really 
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The  Rigbt  Hon,     was  living  in  the  parish  will  occur  agwn,  according  to  your  sources  of  settlement, 

T.  H.  S.  S.       namely,  3  20  weeks  of  continuous  labour  ? — It  must  be  so. 
Edeaurt,  m.p.  7067.  Yon  would  ei^pect  the  same  causes  for  litigation  that  existed  before  r — 

—  No  doubt,  but  I  think  not  quite  to  the  same  extent. 

«5  Juljr  low.  J068.  Mr.  Barro^J]  You  are  aware  that  the  period  of  cootinuous  labour  would 
be  very  easily  broken  in  the  same  way  as  a  year's  hiring  was  reduced  to  51  weeks, 
because  the  continuous  labour  would  very  rarely  exist  without  a  week's  holiday  in 
the  course  of  the  year  ? — Quite  so. 

7069.  So  that  the  continuous  labour  would  be  a  source  of  continual  difSctilty  ? 
— I  should  be  glad  that  it  should  be  difficult;  I  think  it  is  the  one  thing  that  cau 
be  most  easily  got  up  fictitiously,  therefore,  I  do  not  wish  to  give  it  further  facility 
than  to  prevent  what  I  think  is  a  great  hardship,  namely,  a  man  working  for  two 
or  three  years  in  one  parish  and  living  two  or  three  miles  off  in  a  neighbouring 
town,  and  not  thereby  acquiring  in  one  place  or  the  other  a  fixed  right  to  relief* 

7070.  You  would  have  a  combination  of  charge  upon  the  union  with  popula- 
tion f — Y'es. 

7071.  Do  you  remember  the  interminable  discussions  that  took  place  in  Par* 
hament  upon  the  difficulty  of  combining  those  two  items  in  the  Reform  Bill  ? — 
I  do  ;  but  I  recollect  that  the  sum  was  worked  out,  and  in  the  end,  I  think,  we  all 
agreed  that  it  was  fairly  worked  out. 

7072.  That  was  a  satisfactory  solution  of  the  difficulty  then? — I  think  so. 

7073.  Chairman.]  You  would  do  nothing  with  the  practice  of  renooval;  you 
would  leave  the  power  of  removal  ?— Yes. 

7074.  You  would  increase  the  sources  of  settlement  and  make  it  parochial,  so 
that  the  parishes  might  be  constantly  removing  the  poor  from  one  to  the  other, 
just  as  they  used  to  do? — Yes. 

7075.  Mr.  Barrow.]  With  respect  to  the  removal  of  Irish  to  a  parish  with 
which  they  were  connected,  I  suppose  by  that  term  you  meant,  not  the  parish  of 
hirth,  but  the  parish  they  gave  some  evidence  of  their  having  resided  in  for  this 
limited  period,  that  you  would  assign  to  any  residence  in  England  ? — Yes  ;  that 
which  should  be  equivalent  to  what  would  gain  a  settlement  in  England. 

7076.  The  removal  that  you  would  authorise  to  Ireland  would  be  the  removal 
to  a  parish  where  the  parties  had  had  a  residence  of  a  certain  length  of  time,  not 
mere  birth  ? — Not  mere  birth. 

7077.  Mr,  Henry  Herbert.]  Have  you  ever  taken  into  consideration  what  would 
be  the  cost  of  removing  a  pauper  by  compelling  the  removing  parish  to  pay  the 
expenses  from  the  port  to  his  place  of  residence  ? — ^Yes ;  the  result  of  some 
inquiries  which  I  made  at  the  Poor  Law  Board  two  years  ago,  gave  me  the  exact 
sum  that  it  would  cost  from  eight  different  poru  to  different  parts  of  Ireland ; 
I  think  I  shall  be  a:le  to  answer  that  question  at  the  next  meeting  of  the 
Committee. 

7078.  Can  you  state  that  it  would  not  be  a  very  considerable  addition  to  the 
expense  ? — I  remember  being  very  much  surprised  to  see  how  small  the  addition 
was. 

7089.  Taking  certain  shipping  ports  to  which  a  pauper  would  be  sent,  owing 
to  the  facilities  which  now  exist  by  railway  communication,  you  can  state  that 
the  item  would  be  very  small  ? — Yes. 

7080.  Chairman.]  Does  not  that  depend  upon  the  distance? — ^Yes,  it  depends 
upon  the  distance,  but  taking  the  furthest  range,  starting  from  the  nearest  sea 
port,  whatever  it  may  be,  it  is  surprising  how  small  is  the  addition  to  the  cost 
already  incurred  in  removal. 

7081.  Mr.  Henry  Herbert]  Looking  at  the  map  of  Ireland,  it  couW  only  be 
a  small  distance,  provided  the  pauper  were  allocated  to  the  right  port  ? — I  think 
the  average  would  not  exceed  50  miles. 

7082.  Sir  fViliiam  Miles.]  It  has  been  suggested  that  it  would  be  an  improve- 
ment if  a  copy  of  the  examination  of  Irish  paupers  were  sent  to  the  Irish  union^ 
and  if  a  certain  time  elapsed,  and  no  answer  were  received  from  the  Irish  union, 
that  then  the  pauper  should  be  at  once  removed  to  the  Irish  union ;  do  you 
approve  of  that  suggestion  ?— Tliere  was  a  provision  to  that  effect  in  my  BilL 
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Mr.  Knight. 
Sir  William  Miles. 
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The  Right  Hon.  C.  VILLIERS,  in  the  Chair. 


Tbe  Right  Hon.  Thomas  Henry  Sutton  Sotheron  Estcourty  a  Member  of  the 

Committee;  Examined. 

7083.  Sir    W.  Miles.']    IF   the  Committee   adopt  yoor   recommendation  of  xhe  R^ht  Hon. 
luaking^  a  settlement  of  two  years  and  a  half,  what  would  you  do  with  those  irre-  T.  H.S.  8.  . 
movable  paupers  who  are  at  present  placed  on  the  common  fund  ? — 1  would  not,-  Bsteowi,  m.*, 
under  any  circumstances,  interfere  with  the  existing  arrangements  ;  I  think  it  TtJuItTmo. 
irould  be  bard  upon  the  poor  people  if  any  scheme  were  adopted  of  my  own,  or 

any  one's  else ;  I  should  say  that  it  should  he  prospective. 

7084.  Have  you  turned  your  attention  at  all  to  the  charge  for  lunatics  as  at 
present  ? — I  have. 

7085.  It  is  made  a  parochial  charge,  is  it  not,  at  tbe  present  time? — 1  believe 
it  is ;  it  follows  the  general  rule. 

7086.  Have  you  any  reason  to  wish  that  an  alteration  should  be  made  relative 
to  them,  and  that  the  charge  .should  be  made  a  common  fund  charge  ? — I  think 
that  lunatics  may  be  made  an  exception  to  the  ordinary  rule ;  first,  because  it  is 
a  visitation  of  Providence,  which  bears  very  heavily  upon  some  small  parishes 
where  one  or  two  lunatics  are  found  ;  but  principally  for  this  reason,  I  think  it 
is  a  matter  of  policy  to  encourage  the  sending  of  lunatics  to  a  public  asylum  at 
tiie  very  earliest  period  at  which  symptoms  of  lunacy  show  themselves ;  I  think 
that  that  is  of  great  importance,  and  I  should  think  it  a  good  thing  if  the  charge 
for  relief  to  lunatics  were  put  on  the  common  fund  ;  that  is  during  the  time  that 
those  lunatics  are  in  a  public  asylum,  and  not  otherwise. 

7087.  By  the  law,  as  it  now  stands,  they  must  be  all  sent  in  those  counties  in 
which  the  county  asylums  now  exist  ? — Yes,  they  must,  but  we  all  know  that 
the  law  is  not  imnoediately  attended  to  as  it  should  be ;  I  believe  the  calculation 
is,  that  if  lunatics  are  sent  to  a  public  asylum,  the  moment  that  symptoms  show 
themselves,  the  lunatics,  at  least  to  the  extent  of  75  per  cent,  are  cured,  while,  if 
yoo  postpone  it,  and  they  are  allowed  to  be  doctored  by  the  local  people,  or 
neglected,  it  is  found  that  a  much  smaller  proportion  eventually  recover. 

7088.  Do  you  conceive  that  the  charge,  being  now  a  parochial  charge,  the 
lunatics  are  not  sent  so  soon  as  they  should  be,  merely  on  account  of  the  cost  of 
tbe  lunatics,  at  an  asylum  ? — I  believe  that  to  be  the  case. 

7089.  Supposing  urban  parishes  to  be  jmned  in  a  union  with  rural  parishes, 
would  not  this  have  a  detrimental  effect  upon  the  rural  parishes;  would  theve 
not  be  a  shifting  of  the  burthen  from  the  urban  parishes  to  the  rural  parishea  ?— 
That  depends  upon  circumstances  ;  it  may  be  that  in  the  rural  parishes  a  greater 
number  of  lunatics  are  to  be  found,  in  which  case  it  would  be  a  shifting  of  the 
burthen  to  the  urban  parishes. 

7090.  If  it  is  generally  asserted  that  in  the  urban  parishes  there  are  many 
more  lunatics  than  there  are  in  the  rural  parishes,  k  must  have  that  effect  ? — 
It  must  have  that  effect,  supposing  that  to  be  the  fiact ;  beet  I  do  not  believe  it. 
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The  Riefat  Hon.  7091.  Chairman.]  I  do  not  quite  understand  your  meaning  with  regard  to  the 
r.  M.  S.  S.      common  fund  ;  I  think  you  say  that  you  would  cast  the  charge  of  the  lunatics  in 

tMtcourtjU.T.  ^  union  upon  the  common  fund  ;  would  you  have  the  common  fund  maintained 
~    j"        as  it  is  now? — At  the  last  meeting  of  the  Committee,  I  endeavoured  to  explain 

97  Juy  I860,  roughly  in  what  manner  I  thought  the  common  fund  should  be  raised  ;  I  think 
the  present  mode  of  doing  it  by  averages,  and  their  being  struck  from  time  to 
time,  by  the  auditor,  with  the  sanction  of  the  Poor  Law  Board,  is  no  longer 
applicable  to  the  existing  state  of  things,  and  is  rather  unfair ;  therefore  I  think 
that  the  common  fund  ought  to  be  raised  according  to  the  value,  but  not  simply 
according  to  the  value ;  I  think  there  is  another  element  to  be  brought  to  bear, 
and  that  the  common  fund  ought  to  be  raised  by  a  combined  calculation  of 
the  rateable  value  of  the  property  in  a  parish,  together  with  the  population 
in  it. 

7092.  Sir  TVilUam  Miles.']  The  irremovable  poor  press  very  bard,  do  they  not, 
in  some  unions  where  towns  are  joined  to  country  parishes : — I  do  not  know  that 
that  is  the  case.     I  should  have  thought  it  was  just  the  reverse. 

7093.  I  have  a  return  before  me  which  relates  to  the  Bedminster  Union, 
where,  you  are  aware,  there  is  a  large  number  of  country  parishes  joined  to  a  town 
parish,  and  the  population  of  the  country  parishes  is,  as  nearly  as  possible,  equal  to 
Bedminster  parish,  in  all,  I  think,  about  37,000  persons.  The  return  before  me 
states  that  the  total  sum  paid  for  the  half  year  ending  Lady-day,  i860,  for  irre- 
movable paupers  in  that  union,  was  1,061 /.;  and  that  there  were  paupers  residing 
at  Bedminster  to  whom  710/.  were  paid,  and  in  other  parishes  to  the  amount  of 
351  /.,  making  together  1,061  /.  The  consequence  is,  that  those  who  are  resident 
in  Bedminster,  instead  of  bearing  the  proportion  of  one-half,  bear  very  con- 
siderably more.  Bedminster  should  have  contributed  nearly  twice  as  much  as 
the  others,  instead  of  which  it  has  contributed  487  Z.  io«.,  whilst  the  other 
parishes  have  contributed  573/.  lOs.;  therefore,  as  far  as  the  irremovable  poor 
in  that  union  go,  it  bears  excessively  hard  upon  the  rural  parishes  ? — I  under- 
stand you  to  ask  me  whether,  from  the  case  you  put,  I  do  not  think  that  an 
unfair  burthen  is  thrown  upon  the  rural  parishes  of  the  Bedminster  Union  in 
comparison  with  the  town  parish  of  the  Bedminster  Union,  considering  the  relative 
numbers  of  the  irremovable  poor. 

7094.  Quite  so  r — Then  my  answer  is,  that  I  am  unable  to  say  whether  it  is 
unfair,  unless  I  know  how  those  irremovable  poor  are  employed.  If  those  irre- 
movable poor  are  employed  in  the  work  of  the  rural  parishes,  then  I  must  say 
that  there  is  no  unfairness  at  all. 

7095.  If  at  the  passing  of  the  Poor  Law  Amendment  ]3ill,  from  Bristol  being 
an  incorporation,  and  having  thrown  out  all  its  poor  people  into  the  out  parishes^ 
it  was  necessary  to  take  those  out  parishes  into  country  unions,  would  it  not 
generally  appear  that  the  poor,  residing  in  the  out  parishes,  are  persons  em- 
ployed in  the  central  parishes  in  the  work  of  warehouses,  manufactures,  and  so 
on? — It  is  a  question  of  fact  which  I  am  really  not  able  to  form  an  opinion 
upon.  It  does  not  seem  to  me  that  you  can  draw  a  fair  inference ;  it  is  a  question 
simply  of  fact. 

7096.  Do  you  not  think,  as  it  has  been  stated  to  the  Committee  that  it  is  time 
now,  when  the  poor  law  has  been  in  operation  for  26  years,  to  take  the  whole 
subject  into  consideration  and  to  make  general  alterations;  for  example,  do  you 
not  think  it  would  be  advisable  to  do  away  entirely  with  the  Gilbert  Unions  and 
the  incorporated  parishes,  and  put  them  all  under  one  management ? — I  do;  I 
think  so,  not  only  now,  at  the  end  of  26  years,  but  I  should  have  thought  at  any 
time,  bince  the  poor  law  was  altered,  that  it  would  have  been  a  right  thing,  and 
good  policy,  to  have  destroyed  the  Gilbert  Unions,  and  the  local  incorporations, 
and  put  the  whole  country  under  one  system. 

7097.  By  so  doing,  do  you  not  conceive  that  much  of  the  injustice  complained 
of  would  be  at  once  done  away  with  ? — To  a  certain  extent  I  suppose  it  would  ; 
but  I  have  not  heard,  since  I  have  been  attending  the  Committee,  complaints 
made  that  seemed  to  me  to  refer  particularly  to  the  Gilbert  Unions ;  the  com- 
plaints referred  generally  to  the  comu^on  system  ;  but  there  is  no  doubt  that  there 
is  great  jealousy  on  the  part  of  those  who  manage  the  Gilbert  Incorporations, 
and  they  have  the  power,  by  law,  of  resisting  any  alteration,  however  advisable, 
which  is  imposed  by  the  Poor  Law  Board  on  the  rest  of  the  kingdom. 

7098.  Has  the  audit  relative  to  the  irremovable  poor,  whether  it  be  by  parochial 
charge  or  common  fund  charge,  been  generally  satisfactory? — I  believe  it  has;  as 
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far  as  I  know,  the  work  of  the  auditors  is  considered  to  be  done  satisfactorily 
upon  the  whole. 

7099.  Generally  speaking,  before  a  pauper  is  declared  iiremovable,  the  guar- 
dians go  through  the  whole  circumstances  of  the  case,  and  determine  whether  he 
is  irremovable  or  not,  do  they  not  ? — ^They  do  in  their  own  Board. 

7100.  The  auditor  takes  the  accounts  very  often  with  no  one  but  the  clerk  ? — 
Yes. 

7101.  And,  consequently,  upon  what  evidence  he  pleases,  he  may  approve  or 
disapprove  of  the  irremovability? — ^Yes,  he  may. 

7102.  Has  he  the  power  of  examining  upon  oath? — I  believe  not. 

7  J  03.  Therefore,  without  the  power  of  examining  upon  oath  and  without, 
although  the  guardians  have  a  right  to  be  present  at  the  audit  if  they  please,  the 
guardians  being  present,  he  actually  does  as  be  pleases  relative  to  an  appeal  ? — 
True;  but  there  is  always  an  appeal  to  the  central  authority,  and,  as  far  as  I 
know,  that  appeal  to  the  central  authority  prevented  any  unfair  dealing. 

7104.  With  regard  to  the  irremovable  poor,  would  there  be  any  objection  to 
refer  questions  relating  to  them  to  the  petty  sessions  of  the  district  in  which  the 
poor  house  is  situated  to  determine  whether  a  pauper  is  irremovable  or  not  t- — 
I  should  very  much  object  to  restore  in  any  shape  to  the  local  authority  of  the 
justices,  the  determination  of  questions  whicby  during  the  last  -26  years,  have  been 
referred  to  the  Poor  Law  Board. 

7105.  Chairman.']  You  state  that  generally  ? — ^Yes. 

7106.  Sir  W.  Mues.']  Have  you  heard  of  any  questions  arising  as  to  the  mode 
in  which  the  auditor  does  his  duty? — I  have  never  heard  it  surmised  that  they  do 
their  duty  otherwise  than  satisfactorily.  The  machinery  of  the  audit  is  the  best 
machinery  existing  to  keep  the  expenditure  of  the  different  unions  strictly  within 
the  letter  of  the  law. 

7107.  Do  questions  as  to  whether  a  pauper  is  a  settled  pauper  in  any  parish  of 
a  union,  or  whether  he  is  an  irremovable  pauper,  often  come  before  the  auditor,  as 
far  as  you  know  ? — I  do  not  believe  they  come  for  decision  to  him.  I  presume 
that  the  question  refers  to  some  cases  in  which  he,  having  some  doubt,  is  supposed 
to  have  exercised  an  opinion  or  judgment ;  but  generally  the  appeal  to  the  Poor 
Law  Board,  I  believe,  has  been  perfectly  satisfactory,  as  far  as  the  auditor  is 
concerned,  to  all  parties. 

7108.  Chairman.']  Is  it  not  the  result  of  your  experience  that  they  greatly 
prefer  bringing  any  questions  on  any  appeals  to  the  Poor  Law  Board  rather  than 
lake  them  to  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench? — It  is. 

7109.  And  that  the  greater  proportion  of  the  cases  which  now  arise  as  to 
setiiement  or  other  matters  are  brought  to  and  settled  satisfactorily  by  the  Poor 
Law  Board  ? — Yes  ;  I  believe  that  that  is  under  Mr.  Baines's  Act  of  1 854,  and 
the  power  to  refer  questions  in  dispute  to  the  Poor  Law  Board,  1  believe  to  be  a 
most  valuable  additon  to  our  poor  law  system. 

7110.  And  enormous  expense  has  been  saved  thereby? — Enormous  expense 
has  been  saved,  and  a  much  more  minute  investigation  of  the  circumstances  has 
been  obtained,  which  you  could  not  expect  to  be  the  case  by  the  operation  of  the 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench. 

7111.  Sir  TT.  Miles.']  Could  the  guardians  of  a  union  refer  questions  relative  to 
irremovability  as  well  as  settlement  to  the  Poor  Law  Board  ? — Everything 
relating  to  settlement,  I  am  sure,  can  be  referred  to  the  Poor  Law  Board.  I  am 
not  sure,  but  I  believe  that  all  questions  of  irremovability  may  also  be  so  referred. 

7112.  Do  you  not  think,  if  that  should  not  be  the  case,  that  it  would  be  very 
much  better  to  refer  questions  of  doubtful  irremovability  to  the  Poor  Law  Board 
rather  than  trust  them  to  the  auditor? — My  opinion  is,  that  irremovability  is  a 
status  uhich  ought  to  be  put  an  end  to.  I  prefer  settlement;  but  if  irremo* 
vability  is  preserved,  then  I  quite  assent  to  the  question  put. 

7113.  Chairman.]  As  far  as  I  understand  you,  you  support  the  principle  of  a 
common  fund  ? — ^Yes. 

7114.  Which  is  to  be  liable  for  certain  charges  ?— Yes  ;  I  think  it  ought  to  be 
raised  as  I  have  indicated,  and  out  of  that  fund,  all  the  relief  aflfordedf  to  the 
unsettled  poor  ought  to  be  defrayed. 

7115.  You  have  alluded  to  another  class  of  paupers  who  are  quite  independent 
of  parochial  management ;  those  who  are  lunatics  ? — Yes  ;  and  I  would  add 
them  to  the  common  fund. 

7116.  Mr.  H.  Herbert.]  Would  there  be  any  great  objection  to  making  it, 
0.95.  3  F  4  instead 
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The  R%kt  Hon.    instead  of  the  common  fand  of  the  union^  the  district  comprising  the  lunatic 
T.  H*  S.  S.       asylum,  as  in   Ireland  ? — The  district  of  the  union  asylum   in  England  is  the 
EOeoartf  m.t.      county. 

ZTTTTTIl  7H7-  Would  there  be  any  great  objection  in  England  to  do  that? — Yes;  I 

^   "v  *      •      think  there  would.     Do  you  mean  for  lunatics  only  ? 

7118.  Yes? — I  do  not  know  ;  possibly  not. 

7119.  None  of  the  arguments  for  localising  the  charge  of  the  ordinary  paupers 
apply  to  the  chargeability  of  a  lunatic  ? — That  is  true ;  possibly  it  might  be  an  im- 
provement; I  have  not  considered  that. 

7120.  Chairman.]  Do  you  see  much  difference  between  lunatics  and  persons 
who  are  incurable  from  ai^y  other  uialad}',  or  from  accident  ? — Yes. 

1721.  Might  not  they  all  be  properly  chargeable  on  the  common  fund? — I 
think  there  is  this  distinction  in  the  case  of  a  lunatic :  one  of  the  principal 
grounds  upon  which  I  think  they  should  be  put  on  the  common  fund  is,  in  order, 
as  a  matter  of  public  policy,  to  get  them  sent  to  a  public  asylum,  and  to  be 
put  under  treatment  as  soon  as  possible;  that  would  not  apply  to  any  other 
impate  of  a  workhouse. 

7122.  You  think  it  also  fair  to  charge  the  property  of  a  union  with  cases  that 
are  quite  independent  of  parochial  management ;  I  understand  you  to  attach  great 
importance  to  the  parochial  system  on  that  account,  I  mean  in  managing  the  poor 
well,  which  means  keeping  down  the  rates? — Yes  ;  that  is  the  ground  of  it. 

7123.  You  would  take  the  lunatics  out  of  that  class,  and  say,  they  cannot  help 
themselves,  nobody  can  prevent  that  calamity  befalling  them  ;  and  I  would  ask 
whether  the  same  reasoning  does  net  apply  to  persons  who  meet  with  accidents^ 
or  who  are  incurably  diseased  ? — No  doubt,  for  the  reason  that  the  Chairman  has 
assigned,  all  such  incurable  people  would  come  under  the  same  category ;  but  I 
draw  a  distinction  between  them  and  lunatics,  on  the  ground  of  its  being  very 
desirable*  to  encourage  the  sending  of  lunatics  to  a  public  asylum,  which  is 
now  provided  in  every  county  in  England,  as  soon  as  tlie  first  symptoms  show 
themselves* 

7124.  Mr.  Knight.']  When  you  express  the  opinion  that  all  the  unsettled 
paupers  should  be  placed  on  the  common  fund,  I  ihink  you  mean  to  refer  to  the 
opinion  that  you  gave  before,  that  there  ought  to  be  a  very  much  more  easy  mode 
of  gaining  a  settlement  than  now  r — I  do;  I  take  the  whole  thing  together. 

7125.  Mr.  Barrow,]  You  must  be  quite  aware  that  lunacy,  and  imbecility, 
and  idiotcy  ought  to  be  quite  distinct? — I  speak  of  lunatics,  properly  speaking. 

7126.  But  the  difference  between  them  is  so  undistinguishable  in  many  cases 
that  it  would  involve  a  great  many  questions? — It  is  possible;  and  the  way  in 
which  I  would  put  it  is  this :  all  cases  which  are  by  law  capable  of  being  sent  to 
a  public  lunatic  asylum  I  w*ould  exempt  from  the  ordinary  operation  of  parochial 
relief,  and  put  them  on  a  union  charge.  I  allow  that  they  do  not  all  quite  come 
under  tiie  reason  that  I  have  assigned  as  a  general  reason. 

7127.  By  the  liieral  construction  of  the  Lunacy  Act,  they  would  be  liable  to 
be  sent  to  a  lunatic  asylum  ? — Yes  ;  but  on  the  other  hand,  1  know  that  they  are 
not  in  point  of  fact,  sent. 

7128.  Mr.  H.  Herbert.]  Are  you  able  to  state,  from  any  calculation  you  have 
made,  the  average  extra  cost  that  would  be  incurred  by  removing  Irish  paupers 
to  the  place  of  their  birth,  in  Ireland,  instead  of  leaving  them,  as  now,  at  the 
nearest  port  to  the  place  of  their  birth? — ^Two  years  ago  when  I  was  preparing  a 
Bill  on  ihe  subject,  I  obtained  from  the  Irish  Poor  Law  Board  the  best  informa- 
tion that  they  were  able  to  offer  me,  which  was,  of  course,  in  the  nature  of  an 
estimate.  I  have  been  looking  for  it  smce  the  last  meeting  of  the  Committee,  and 
1  am  sorry  to  say  that  neither  in  my  own  house,  nor  at  the  Poor  Law  Board,  have 
I  been  able  lo  find  it ;  but  I  can  easily  offer  to  the  Committee  the  elements  of  the 
calculation  which  will  probable  answer  their  purpose.  Taking  any  one  of  the 
seaports  to  which  paupers  are  ordinarily  sent  from  England,  you  have  to  make  ai| 
estimate  of  the  distance  which  that  seaport  happens  to  be  from  the  place  to 
which  ihey  are  to  be  conveyed ;  and  I  believe  that  the  average,  taking  all 
Ireland,  may  be  taken  at  50  miles,  and  over  those  50  miles  they  would  have  to 
be  conveyed  for  the  most  part  by  railway,  and  if  not,  in  cars.  I  think  that  the 
calculation  sent  to  me  by  the  Irish  Poor  Law  Board  put  the  cost  of  the  transport 
at  a  penny  a  mile,  and  I  think  that  the  cost  of  their  food  we  put  at  an  average  of 
1  s.  a  head ;  therefore  it  would  be  50  d.  or  4  s.  2  rf.,  and  1  s.  besides  for  their  food, 
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giving  an  average  of  5  *.  2  d.  per  head,     I  believe  that  that  will  be  found  to  be  The  Rq^  Hob, 

an  excessive  calculation,  jeSbow^l  ic  f 

7129.  Do  you  think  it  would  be  fair  to  alter  the  law  so  as  to  render  it  incum-  ^^^  *  * 
bent  upon  the  removing^  parish  to  remove  a  pauper,  not  to  the  port  nearest  to  his  j  .  ^^^^ 
place  of  birth,  but  to  the  union  in  which  he  was  bom  in  Ireland  ? — I  do  ;  I  think 

it  is  very  unfair  that  it  should  stand  upon  any  other  footing ;  and  I  so  put  it  in 
the  Bill  that  I  brought  in.  I  should  be  ready  to  contend  that  that  is  the  true 
principle ;  at  the  same  time  I  think  that  the  English  parishes  have  a  right  to 
expect  that  facilities  should  be  afforded  for  carrying  this  out,  in  order  to  relieve 
their  agents  from  the  necessity  of  doing  it  in  person,  by  the  Poor  Law  Board  of 
England  and  the  Poor  Law  Board  of  Ireland  agreeing  between  themselves,  and 
appointing  agents  at  the  different  seaports,  for  the  purpose  of  taking  charge  of 
the  poor,  and  of  conveying  them  to  the  places  of  their  destination. 

7130.  Chairman^  You  would  cast  the  charge  upon  the  removing  parish  in 
England  ? — ^The  charge  of  the  conveyance,  the  5  «.  2  d.^  I  would  put  upon  the 
parish  in  England,  but  the  charge  of  the  establishment,  and  of  the  agency,  I 
think  might  be  borne  by  the  country. 

7131.  Mr.  H.  Herbert.']  Do  you  not  think  it  would  be  easy  to  establish  a 
cheap  agency  through  the  medium  of  the  union  officers  at  the  different  ports  in 
Ireland? — I  do. 

7132.  Either  through  the  relieving  officers,  or  some  other  officers  attached  to 
the  unions  in  the  different  ports  ? — ^Yes ;  I  think  that  probably  that  would  be 
the  readiest  and  easiest  mode  of  doing  it ;  and  if  that  were  not  adopted,  there  are 
plenty  of  other  means  by  which  it  could  be  effected,  and  in  some  places  such  a 
kind  of  agency  is  established. 

7133.  Are  you  aware  that  it  has  been  asserted  that  if  any  such  proposition  as 
that  was  adopted  it  would  be  tantamount  to  causing  such  an  additional  expense 
as  to  prevent  the  English  parishes  removing  Irish  paupers  altogether  ? — I  know 
that  such  was  asserted  two  years  ago,  and  a  great  outcry  took  place  in  consequence. 

7134.  You  think  that  those  fears  are  visionary  ? — ^Yes. 

7135.  If  that  plan  were  adopted  it  would  produce  these  two  results,  would  it 
not ;  first,  of  removing  a  great  hardship  upon  the  paupers  from  being  left  in  the 
port  to  which  they  were  sent,  and  secondly,  the  hardship  which  is  now  forced 
upon  the  ratepayers  by  having,  in  many  cases,  to  support  paupers  with  whom  they 
have  nothing  to  do  ? — ^Yes,  both  of  those  results ;  and  I  think  there  is  a  third  point, 
I  think  it  is  a  scandal  to  a  Christian  country  to  turn  those  poor  people  out  on  the 
shores  in  the  way  they  are,  without  any  provision  being  made  for  them. 

7 1 36.  Chairman.']  The  5  *.  a  head  which  you  have  mentioned  would  not  cover 
the  expense  of  agency  ? — No ;  the  5  9.  would  cover  the  bare  cost  of  the  removal 
of  the  pauper  ;  that  I  think  should  be  borne  by  the  parish,  or  the  union  removing, 
but  I  think  that  it  would  not  be  too  much  to  expect  the  nation  in  some  shape  or 
other  to  provide  the  agency  which  I  have  spoken  of. 

7137.  What  did  you  mean  by  saying  that  it  was  a  scandal  to  a  Christian 
country,  to  remove  paupers  from  one  country  to  another  country ;  you  did  not 
mean  to  say  that  the  unions  at  the  places  where  they  are  deposited  are  not  bound 
to  relieve  them  ? — No ;  I  know  that  they  are  ;  but  I  think  that  it  is  a  very  unfair 
burthen  upon  them,  and  the  scandal  is,  that,  so  far  as  the  removing  parish  is  con- 
cerned, they  are  supposed,  as  the  law  stands,  to  have  discharged  their  duty  when 
they  have  turned  the  paupers,  without  food  and  without  any  means  of  conveyance, 

to  their  destination,  on  to  the  shores  of  the  nearest  seaport.  t 

7138.  That  is  hardly  so;  for  they  have  taken  them  to  a  place  where  they  have  a 
claim  to  relief? — No ;  they  take  them  to  the  place  that  suits  their  convenience. 

7139.  Do  you  not  apprehend  that  the  law  is  as  I  state  it;  that  they  are  to  take 
them  to  the  nearest  seaport  to  where  they  were  born,  and  there  their  liability 
ceases ;  but  wherever  that  is,  the  pauper  ought  to  obtain  relief? — ^Yes. 

7140.  Then  what  is  the  difference  between  an  English  pauper  and  an  Irish 

Sauper? — ^The  English  pauper  is  obliged  to  be  conveyed  to  the  parish  where  be 
as  a  claim  for  relief. 

7141.  What  is  the  reason  that  the  Irish  pauper  is  not  so  taken  to  Ireland;  is 
it  not  that  they  have  no  settlement  there,  and  that  they  object  to  it  ? — ^Yes. 

7142.  When  there  was  a  question  of  making  particular  districts  liable  for  the 
paupers,  the  Irish  party  objected  to  that,  did  they  not  r — Yes. 

7143.  It  was  at  their  wish,  and  with  the  view  of  consulting  their  interests, 
that  i,t  was  provided  that  the  English  parish  removing  Irish  paupers  should  deposit 
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Iht  Bi(ltt  Kun.    them  at  the  ports  nearest  to  the  places  of  their  birth  ? — I  do  not  recollect  that  the 

r.  JL  S.  S.       Irish  Members  had  any  voice  in  that,  or  looked  at  it  in  that  point  of  view ;  I 

£m:(mrif»^.     aUoTf  that  it  trits  the  inevitable  result,  as  the  law  was  then  concocted,  and  of  the 

ji*»iAfc.      ^*^^  *^^  there  was  no  setUemetit  for  a  pauper  in  any  particular  union  or  parish 

37   UI7  i^m.     j^  Ireland,  that  wherever  be  was  deposited  he  should  have  a  claim  for  relief. 

7144.  And  the  necessary  result  of  there  being  no  settlement  in  Ireland,  is  the 
difference  that  takes  place  between  the  removal  of  an  English  pauper  and  an  Irish 
pauper  ?*- Yes ;  bot  I  should  seek  to  alter  that. 

7145.  Not  by  giving  settlements  in  Ireland  ?— No. 

7146.  Sir  W.  Miles.]  Would  it  be  doing  justice  to  Ireland  to  do  so?— I  do 
not  know  ^  but  I  think  it  is  very  wrong  that  the  thing  should  remain  as  it  is. 

7147.  Mr.  IL  Herbert.]  Do  you  not  think  that  the  ports  at  which  tlie  paupers 
are  habitually  landed  would  cheerfully  pay  the  trifling  sum  that  would  be  neces- 
sary for  the  establishment  of  agency,  to  rid  tbemselres  of  the  charges  which  now 
fiftll  severely  upon  them? — Yes,  and  I  know  that  in  some  cases  it  has  Seen  already 
done,  and  I  therefore  cannot  doubt  of  their  readiness  to  do  the  same  thing  again ; 
I  think  it  is  a  burthen  that  they  ought  not  to  be  expected  to  bear ;  and  that  it  ought 
to  be  taken  as  a  national  liability  ;  it  would  be  a  very  small  sum.  Perhaps  there 
are  eight  ports^  and  the  remuneiation  to  the  agent  would  be  a  certain  sum  per 
head  ;  that  would  amount  to  a  very  small  sum  in  the  course  of  a  year,  and  I  do 
not  think  that  there  would  be  any  objeciion  to  putting  thai  on  the  general  expendi- 
ture of  the  Poor  Law  Board* 

7148.  Chairman.]  I  think  the  Committee  may  collect  from  your  evidence 
that  you  approve  particularly  of  the  principle  of  settlement  ? — 1  do. 

7149.  And  that  you  would  not  alter  the  law  in  Ireland  ? — No ;  but  I  must  say 
that  I  do  not  pretend  to  have  considered  the  Irish  case ;  I  can  only  offer  aa 
opinion  to  the  Committee  that  is  worthy  of  their  notice  as  to  England. 

7150.  If  there  was  a  law  of  settlement  in  Ireland,  this  scandal  that  you  have 
spoken  of  would  not  occur,  as  they  would  then  do  by  a  parish  in  Ireland  what  is 
done  by  a  parish  in  England  ? — That  ia  quite  true. 

7151.  Mr;  H.  Herbert]  Are  you  aware  that  it  would  be  next  to  impossible 
to  establish  settlement  in  InSfand,  in  OMisequeiice  of  the  want  of  the  machhiery 
which  you  have  in  England  and  an  satire  absence  of  registry  ?— ^I  believe  it  is 
so;   I  think   that  the  whole  circuiitttaxiees  of  England  and  of  Ireland  differ 

,  materially.  In  England  we  have  the  whole  of  our  habits  and  all  our  machinery 
dating  from  nearly  250  or  300  years  back,  white  in  Ireland  the  poor  law  was  for 
the  tirst  time  established  some  20  years  ago>  and  there  is  no  doubt  that  whatever 
you  did  in  Ireland  was  just  so  much  gained  to  tbe  poor  man,  and  you  had  a 
right  to  limit  it  and  restrict  it  as  you  thought  proper. 

7152.  It  is  quite  consistent  iherefDre  thHt  a  person  may  be  an  advocate  for 
continuing  the  law  of  settlement  m  England,  and  yet  would  hesitate  to  establish 
it  as  a  new  institution  in  Ireland,  making  the  experiment  for  the  first  time?— 
I  think  so. 

7153.  Chairman.']  I  believe  you  approve  of  the  principle  of  settlement, 
namely,  that  an  arbitraiy  and  a  Umiied  extent  of  territory  shall  be  made  especially 
liable  to  the  support  of  poor  ? — 1  do. 

7154.  You  think  tiiat  the  poor  are  belter  taken  care  of  in  consequence  of  that 
arrangement? — Yes;  and  1  think  that  expenditure  is  kept  down  in  eonsequence, 
and  that  money  is  not  laid  out  wastefully  ;  I  think  that  exactly  in  proportion  as 

>  you  extend  the  area  of  those  who  are  to  contribute  to  the  fund,  you  will  diminish 

individual  responsibility  and  individual  control. 

7155.  Although  yon  might  think  it  difficult  to  establish  it  in  Ireland,  you 
would  recommend  tbe  Irisli,  I  pi*esume,  to  do  so? — I  am  not  prepared  to  say 
that,  lor  I  really  thinks  so  jBeir  as  I  know  of  the  Irish  case,  that  it  is  so  utterty 
different  from  th«t  of  England,  that  I  could  not  take  upon  myself  to  say  that. 

715(5.  Mr.  H.  Herbert."]  Are  you  aware  that  in  Ireland,  although  there  is  ao 
law  of  settlement,  there  is  a  law  of  chargeability^  which  does  just  what  the 
Honourable  Chairman  has  described  ? — Yes,  there  is. 

7157.  Namely,  districts  and  areas  of  chargeability  ? — Yes;  but  the  mere  fact 
that  in  Ireland  relief  is  only  given  in  the  workhouse,  puts  the  case  of  Ireland  in 
a  very  different  position,  and  produces  very  different  results  from  that  of  England. 
In  England  we  speak  of  the  application  of  the  poor  law,  in  which  nine- tenths  of 
the  expenditure  is  out  of  the  workhouse,  and  aa  to  which,  therefore,  it  is  much 
more  oieeessary  to  be  careful  that  you  shall  have  an  elective  control ;  but  m 
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Ireland  the  whole  expenditure^  or  nearly  so,  is  Ib  tb«  workbouae,  and  there  you  ^^*i^ 
have  matters  completely  uoader  your  haiid,  aud  it  is  your  own  fault  if  you  tare  ^'(^rt^.r. 
not  an  effective  control.  *       ' 

7  J  58.  Are  you  aware  that  in  Ireland  there  is  a  law  of  cbargeability  which     27  July  1860! 
enables  a  pauper  to  obtain,  not  what  you  call  in  England  settlement,  yat  settle- 
ment so  far  as  the  incideut  of  the  payment  of  his  cost  is  concerned  when  he 
receives  relief? — Yes. 

7159.  By  a  certain  amount  of  re.«>idence  in  a  particular  electoral  division,  wbicht 
for  poor  law  purposes,  is  the  same  as  a  parish  in  England,  he  does  obtain,  practi- 
cally, a  settlement,  so  far  as  that  payment  is  concerned  i — ^I  believe  so. 

The  Right  Honourable  the  Lord  Redesdak ;  Examined. 

71  Co.  Mr.  Kiiight.]  YOUR  Lordship  has  taken  for  a  long  time  an  interest  in    ^he  Right  Hon 
Poor  Law  matters,  have  you  not  ? — Yes  ;  I  became  chairman  of  the  union  in     Lord  Redesdak. 

which  I  reside,  in  1836,  and  I  have  continued  chairman  from  that  time  to  this,       

I  assisted  at  the  formation  of  the  union,  and  have  taken  part  in  its  management 
continually  since,  during  the  whole  time  that  I  am  in  the  country. 

7161.  Chairman.]  Where  is  your  union? — In  the  counties  of  Gloucester, 
Warwick,  and  Worcester ;  it  is  at  Shipston-on-Stour. 

7162.  Mr.  Knight.']  Do  vou  consider  that  the  poor  law  system  has  succeeded 
in  that  part  of  the  country  f — Yes  ;  I  think  it  has,  certainly. 

7163.  Has  there  been  an  improvement  in  the  condition  of  the  working 
classes  ? — Yes ;  I  think  it  has  succeeded  well,  both  for  the  poor  and  for  the 
ratepayers. 

7164.  Are  the  rates  lo^er  than  they  were? — Yes,  they  are  lower;  I  think 
that  relief  is  satisfactorily  administered,  and,  upon  the  whole,  unquestionably  the 
labouring  population  are  better  off. 

7165.  After  a  trial  of  26  years,  you  would  not  recommend  any  very  great 
alteration  ;  I  presume  your  general  idea  is,  that  what  has  worked  well,  will 
continue  to  work  well  r — As  I  am  here  before  the  jCommittee  which  is  inquiring 
into  the  question  of  union  charges  as  against  parochial  charges,  I  must  ansvtrer 
the  question  by  saying,  that  I  think  no  system  but  a  parochial  system,  or  a 
cbargeability  upon  small  areas,  can  answer;  I  believe  that  it  would  be  impracti- 
cable to  work  any  other  for  any  length  of  time,  and  that  experience  has  proved 
that  it  would  be  so. 

7166.  The  object  of  the  inquiry  has  been  the  Iiremovable  Act;  how  do  you 
think  that  has  worked  in  your  district  ? — I  do  not  object  to  the  principle  of  irre- 
movability ;  but  I  do  not  think  that  the  thing  has  worked  altogether  well,  as  it 
has  been  separated  from  the  parochial  system ;  I  think  it  would  have  worked 
much  better  if  the  char^  incurred  by  irremovability  rfere  incurred  by  the  parish 
and  not  by  the  union ;  better  for  the  poor  and  better  for  the  ratepayers. 

7167.  Chairman.]  Will  you  be  good  enough  to  state  to  the  Committee  how 
you  think  that  would  work  ?— What  1  see  is,  with  regard  to  the  irremovable  poor, 
who  become  a  union  charge,  that  their  case,  however  it  may  be  inquired  into  in  the 
first  instance,  is  less  attended  to  afterwards,  and  that  the  guardians  of  the  parish 
in  which  they  reside  would  just  as  soon  that  the  charge  should  remain  on  as  that 
it  should  be  taken  off;  then  as  regards  the  poor  person  himself,  he  is  the  first 
always  to  Jose  work  and  the  last  to  find  it  again  in  times  of  distress,  and  he  loses 
that  protection,  which  the  parish  in  which  he  resides,  not  being  chargeable  with 
his  maintenance,  extends  to  those  who  have  settlements  there. 

7168.  Sir  W.  Miles.']  Under  the  parochial  system  there  is  a  status  given  to 
certain  poor  men  if  there  is  work  to  be  had,  and  they  are  always  sure  to  have  it 
first  ? — Yes  ;  and  it  is  the  interest  of  the  ratepayers  to  find  it  ror  them.  In  my 
opinion,  poor  relief  is,  in  fact,  compulsory  charity,  and  we  have  to  consider  it  in 
these  two  lights,  to  get  it  as  near  as  you  can  under  the  same  influences  as  those 
under  which  charity  is  commonly  exercised,  and  at  the  same  time  to  consider  its 
bearing  as  being  compulsory  ;  we  have  to  consider  what  is  best  for  the  poor, 
and,  at  the  same  time,  what  is  best  for  the  ratepayers,  and  I  am  convinced 
that,  for  a  just  and  economical  distribution  of  relief,  you  ought  to  have  the 
parties  who  afford  that  relief  intin^ately  acquainted  with  the  persons  to  whom  it 
is  given,  and  interested  in  keeping  them  off  that  charge  to  the  greatest  possible 
degree. 

7169.  Mr.  Knight]  Several  witnesses  who  have  been  examined  before  this 
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Tbe  Right  Hod.  Committee,  have  proposed  an  equalisation  of  the  poor  rates^  as  far  as  unioo 
Lord  Bedetdak.  rating  is  concerned,  on  all  property  throughout  a  union,  and  they  have  proposed, 
— — —  at  the  same  time,  several  plans  for  increasing  the  number  of  the  poor  who  are  on 
37  July  i860.  thg  union  fund  ;  what  do  you  think  would  be  the  effect  of  that  r — ^My  opinion  of 
equalisation  of  rates  is,  that  practically  the  thing  becomes  impossible  when  you 
begin  to  pursue  it.  If  you  start  by  saying  that  you  will  equalise  the  parishes  by 
making  it  a  union  rating,  then  why  not  equalise  the  unions,  by  making  it  general ; 
the  principle  breaks  down  when  you  begin  to  pursue  it  to  its  necessary  conse- 
quences ;  and  then,  with  regard  to  fairness,  it  appears  to  me  that  it  is  in  reality 
a  proposal  of  one  man  to  enrich  himself  at  the  expense  of  another.  Take  two 
parishes  in  a  union,  in  which  by  making  the  rate  common,  the  one  which  now 
pays  3  s.  is  to  pay  only  2  s.  in  the  pound,  and  the  one  which  pays  1  s.  in  the 
pound  is  to  pay  2  s.  and  there  is  hardly  any  union  in  which  this  will  not  be  found 
to  be  the  case  in  many  instances ;  by  equalising  the  rates,  the  charges  would  be 
altered  to  the  extent  of  one  paying  1  s.  in  the  pound  less,  and  another  paying  1  s. 
in  the  pound  more,  and  the  efiect  of  that  would  be  to  charge  the  property  in  one 
parish  with  a  property  tax  to  the  amount  of  five  per  cent.,  and  to  reheve  the 
property  in  the  adjoining  parish  of  a  property  tax  to  the  same  amount. 

7 1 70.  Chairman.']  That  would  be  the  effect  of  distributing  the  fund  equally 
over  the  property  r — ^Yes ;  then  it  appears  to  me,  as  this  has  grown  up  under  a 
system  which  hajs  been  in  existence  for  250  years,  and  under  which  all  property 
has  been  sold  and  bought,  or  has  been  inherited,  and  to  which  people  are  accus- 
tomed, to  tax  one  man  five  per  cent*  or  more,  and  to  put  five  per  cent,  or  mora 
into  his  neighbour's  pocket,  is  not  a  justifiable  expedient,  and,  as  I  believe,  it 
would  be  attended  with  a  larger  ultimate  charge,  in  consequence  of  the  law  not 
being  so  well  administered,  it  would  be  injurious  to  the  country  and  to  the  principle 
of  poor  law  management. 

7171.  The  poor  law  charge  is  a  fluctuating  charge  in  every  parish,  and  you 
cannot  say  that  the  same  proportions  have  been  maintained  between  different 
parishes  ? — No. 

7 1 72.  A  great  alteration  took  place  in  1 834,  by  which  chancre  in  that  respect 
was  greatly  promoted  ? — ^That  was  a  change  in  the  law,  which  affected  all  parishes 
equally,  but  not  in  the  same  degree ;  some  parishes  benefited  more,  and  some  less. 
I  say  that  any  alteration  in  the  law  which  is  to  equalise  the  rates  in  a  union  over 
the  several  parishes,  is  a  chanj^e  which  efiects  a  direct  alteration  in  favour  of  one 
man  at  the  expense  of  another. 

7173.  That  would  be  the  effect  of  a  transitioh  from  one  system  to  the  other;  I 
believe  that  the  complaint  which  is  now  made,  is^  that  the  law  operates  very 
unjustly ;  that  some  parishes  are  overburthened,  and  that  some  escape  altogether, 
by  no  merit  of  their  own,  but  by  peculiar  circumstances,  and  arising  very  much 
from  the  facility  with  which  one  parish  can  cast  a  burthen  on  to  its  neighbour; 
and  the  proposition  is  to  alter  that;  do  you  see  any  objection  to  doing  so? — 
Yes,  I  do,  for  the  reason  I  have  stated. 

7174.  That  is,  that  you  would  distribute  the  burthen  differently,  operating 
differently  in  the  different  parishes  ? — ^I  say  that  I  obiect  to  enacting  a  law  which 
directly  says,  you  shall  pay  what  is  now  another  man  s  burthen. 

7175.  How  do  you  distinguish  exactly  the*  transition  that  would  take  place, 
from  what  did  take  place,  when  the  area  was  extended  frotn  that  of  a  parish  to  a 
union ;  the  area  of  management  has  been  very  much  enlarged  by  the  new  Poor 
Law? — Not  the  area  of  chargeability,  as  to  the  poor,  except  in  the  instance  of 
establishment  charges  and  irremovable  poor,  which  latter  charge,  so  far  as  it  has 
been  extended  to  the  union,  I  think  is  injurious. 

7176.  When  the  woriihouses  were  built,  I  take  it  for  granted  that  the  parishes 
were  concerned  in  building  the  workhouses  ? — Yes,  for  the  adoption  of  a  common 
system.  . 

7177.  The  only  question  is,  whether  that  mode  of  raising  the  common  fund 
was  not  rather  unjust? — No,  l)ecause  they  were  all  charged  in  proportion  to  the 
amount  of  the  poor  that  they  had  upon  them. 

7178.  Then  there  can  be  no  equity  in  continuing  that  mode  of  supplying  the 
common  fund  now,  not  for  the  establishment,  but  for  the  support  of  poor  with 
which  any  individual  parish  may  not  be  in  any  way  connected? — I  do  not  under- 
stand that  any  parish  is  the  cause  of  the  poor  ei^isting.  I  do  not  think  that 
that  is  the  way  in  which  to  put  the  question.    I  think  that  the  common  fund  is 
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DOW  a  fund  raised  according  to  the  proportion  of  the  pauperism  in  the  respective  Hie  Ricrht  Hod. 

parishes.  Lord  HedesdJe. 

7179.  There  is  one  parish;  for  example,  that  is  very  much  pauperised,  and  from        

residence  in  another  parish  there  is  a  certain  amount  of  irremovable  poor  ;  you  *'  ^"'^  '^^^^ 
then  tax  the  parish  that  is  very  much  pauperised,  with  reference  to  its  previous 

poverty,  to  support  a  new  liability  with  which  they  have  nothing  to  do  ? — ^I  have 
said,  I  think,  that  it  would  be  better  that  the  charge  for  the  irremovable  poor 
should  be  on  the  parish  in  which  they  are  found. 

7 1 80.  That  would  change  the  law  so  as  not  to  cast  the  irremovable  poor  on  the 
common  fund,  maintained  as  it  is  now? — ^That  was  the  manner  in  which  it 
was  first  established. 

7181 .  Then  you  are  not  for  renewing  the  Irremovable  Act  as  it  stands  now  ? — 
I  think  it  could  be  improved  if  that  alteration  was  made. 

7182.  Would  not  that  rather  lead  to  parishes  driving  out  the  poor,  as  they  used 
to  do,  and  as  they  now  might  still  more  do,  to  avoid  the  charge  or  support  of  the 
irremovable  poor  ? — So  far  as  I  have  seen,  I  believe  that  if  the  returns  are  gone 
into  it  will  be  found  that  the  charge  of  driving  out  the  poor  as  a  common  practice 
is  one  that  did  not  rest  upon  any  sound  foundation ;  and  that  with  regard  to 
-what  are  called  close,  parishes,  it  will  be  found  that  since  the  institution  of  the  new 
poor  law  their  averages  have  remained  nearer  the  amount  at  which  they  were 
than  in  the  larger  parishes,  and  that  the  greatest  benefit  has  been  secured  by  the 
open  parishes  ;  consequently  there  is  no  claim  on  the  part  of  those  parishes  for 
an  alteration  of  the  law,  which  would  have  the  direct  efiect  of  making  other  people 
bear  their  burdens,  without  any  change  in  the  state  of  the  pauperism  in  the 
respective  parishes. 

7183.  I  was  rather  directing  your  attention  to  another  matter,  which  is  this  : 
if  the  Irremovable  Act  was  to  get  rid  of  the  hardship  arising  from  removing  the 
poor,  I  ask  you  whether,  if  every  parish  was  to  be  put  on  its  guard  against  allow- 
ing a  poor  man  to  live,  sav  three  years,  in  a  parish,  would  not  that  revive  a 
great  hardship  ? — I  do  not  nnd  that  to  be  the  case.  My  own  union  is  exclu- 
sively an  agricultural  one,  and  there  is  no  large  town  in  it.  I  do  not  find  that 
there  is  any  particular  disposition  to  remove  people  on  that  ground  in  any 
-way.  When  the  people  get  upon  the  union  charge,  I  think  there  is  a  great  dis- 
position to  let  them  remain  there^  and  not  to  trouble  themselves  about  it. 

7184  Sir  W.  Miks.]  As  irremovability  can  only  be  gained  by  five  years'  resi- 
dence, the  individual  not  having  during  that  time  been  on  the  poor  rate,  and 
having  been  labouring  hard  tor  nearly  five  years,  is  it  at  alljikely  that  any  over- 
seer, or  churchwarden,  or  patron,  or  squire,  would  desire  to  turn  him  out  in  order 
*that  he  should  not  gain  irremovability? — I  do  not  think  it  is  a  common  case. 

7185.  Chairman.']  Would  it  not  be  the  duty  of  the  overseer  to  be  always  on 
the  look-out  to  see  who  was  likely  to  become  chargeable  ? — ^No ;  the  overseers 
are  frequently  changed  every  year ;  and  the  general  fault  is,  that  they  look  too 
little  into  parish  affairs,  instead  of  too  much. 

7186.  Still  yon  would  admit  that  one  of  the  evils  of  the  old  system  was,  that 
they  wf^re  constantly  trying  to  shift  the  burthen  from  one  parish  on  to  another? 
— No,  I  think  not. 

7187.  Sir  W.  Miles.]  The  system  relative  to  the  relief  of  the  poor  has  been 
totally  changed  since  then  ;  a  great  deal  that  then  rested  on  the  overseers  now 
rests  upon  the  guardians  of  the  poor? — Yes,  in  a  great  degree. 

7188.  Mr.  Tollemache.]  It  used  to  be  the  custom  to  prevent  settlements  being 
gained,  was  it  not  r — It  used  to  be  the  custom  of  the  parishes  to  prevent  settle- 
ments being  gained  in  them  certainly,  in  this  way;  settlements  used  to  be  gained 
by  hiring  and  service,  and  the  parishes  used  to  be  careful  not  to  hire  any 
stranger  for  a  full  year,  but  for  a  day  or  two  short  of  the  year,  and  that  was  to 
prevent  a  person  obtaining  a  settlement  who  did  not  belong  to  them. 

71 89.  If  they  formerly  adopted  that  plan  for  the  purpose  of  preventing  people 
gaining  settlements,  do  you  not  think  that  they  would  now  do  so,  having  reter- 
ence  to  the  five  years'  residence  giving  iiremovability  ? — I  do  not  think  that 
practically  it  is  so. 

7190.  If  they  formerly  only  hired  persons  for  51  weeks,  to  prevent  their 
gaining  a  settlement,  why  should  they  not  now  remove  a  man  before  he  has 
gained  his  irremovability  ? — Because  the  former  power  was  exercised  by  those 
who  paid  the  rates,  namely,  the  employers,  and  with  regard  to  the  other,  it  must 
be  the  landlord  of  the  house,  in  which  the  man  is  residing  who  turns  him  out ; 
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the  overseer  has  do  power  to  remove ;  aor  bis  empbyer,  except  by  rduibg  his 
employment. 

7191.  Mr.  Barrow.]  I  understaml  you  to  say  that  you  think  the  .law  wonMbe 
iij)just  in  producing  this  change,  or  that  the  change  would  be  unjust,  bacause  it 
would  be  a  change  as  10  the  mode  of  charging  the  common  fund  ?-^No;  I  sa? 
that  h  would  be  unjust  for  this  reason,  that  it  at  once  says  that  the  proprieionof 
parish  A  shall  pay  5  per  cent«  income  tax  id  order  to  relieye  parish  fi  of  5  per 
cent,  income  tax. 

7192.  Then,  does  your  Lordship  conceive  that  there  was  no  injustioe  done  by 
the  excessive  alteration  of  the  law  of  settlement  in  1 834^  which  materially  fe- 
lieved  one  class  of  parishes  from  settlements,  and  laid  a  comparatively  heavy 
charge  upon  others?— I  do  not  believe  it  will  be  found  that  the  law  of  2834 
made  any  change  as  to  settlements  that  was  injurious  to  one  parish  rooi«  tfaaato 
another ;  I  believe  that  all  parishes,  with  very  few  exceptiona,  pay  leas  poor  rate 
now  than  they  did  prior  Co  the  law  of  1834. 

7193.  But  less  poor  rate  in  very  diiferc^nt  proportions  ;  by  improved  maoage' 
ment,  does  not  your  Lordship  think  that  the  alteration  in  the  law  of  settlement  hat 
made  a  material  difTerence  as  to  the  number  of  settled  poor  in  the  differeot 
parishes? — 1  do  not  think  that  there  was  any  alteration  of  the  law  of  settlement 
retrospectively  in  1834;  settlements  acquired  by  hiring  were  done  away  with,  but 
it  was  prospective ;  there  was  no  alteration  in  the  law  of  settlement  retrospectiyely 
then  ;  settlement  by  apprenticeship  was  retained. 

7194.  And  settlement  by  estate  was  materially  altered  so  as  to  prevent  a  pany 
from  acquiring  a  settlement  as  he  would  have  done  previously  to  that  law ;  tbeie 
was  a  very  serious  alteration  in  the  law  of  settlement  in  1834,  which  affected  the 
relative  rates  in  parishes  surely  r — I  do  not  admit  that. 

7195.  Perhaps  you  think  that  there  was  no  injustice  in  this  case  in  leaving  the 
old  law  of  settlettient  as  it  was ;  if  now,  eight  persons  settled  in  one  parish,  and 
who  would  have  been  chargeable  as  settled  poor  to  parish  A,  are  now  chargeable, 
having  become  irremovable,  in  parish  B  hi  the  same  union,  and  they  are  uov 
chargeable  to  the  common  fund,  to  which  common  fund  parish  A  does  not  con- 
tribute one  farthing  r — I  think  that  that  is  an  extreme  case  ;  I  do  not  stand  up 
for  the  law  of  irremovability  as  it  was  established.  I  do  not  think  it  is  a  good  law ; 
I  think  that  giving  the  poor  the  protection  of  not  being  removed  is  good,  bnt  I 
do  not  think  the  manner  in  which  it  is  done  is  advantageous. 

7196.  By  that  law  of  irremovability,  if  it  were  carried  out  according  to  your 
Lordship's  principle,  and  made  parochial^  parish  B,  into  which  eight  persons  have 
removed,  and  have  become  chargeable  under  the  five  years'  residence,  would  be 
charged  with  those  eight  persons  instead  of  falling  00  the  union  r — Yes ;  but  I  do 
not  think  you  can  fairly  try  a  ouse  by  taking  a  particular  intitance.  Suppofle 
those  eight  persons  had  gone  into  paiisli  B  under  the  old  law,  and  had  been  hired 
for  a  year,  they  would  have  obtainaed  a  settlement.  You  must  look  at  these 
things  in  a  wider  point  of  view,  and  t«ke  them  on  the  avcarage.  As  to  parishes, 
which  it  is  alleged  have  been  injured  by  the  alteration  of  the  law,  I  say  that  I 
believe  you  will  find,  if  you  go  through  the  returns,  that  the  greatest  saving  hat 
been  made  by  many  of  the  town  parishes,  by  large  paribhes ;  and  that  where  a 
greater  practical  uniformity  of  rating  has  remained  throughout  it  has  been  in  those 
which  it  is  supposed  theoretically  must  have  gained  by  tlie  change* 

7197.  1  presume  your  Lordship  will  admit  that  the  sy^^teon  of  union  charges  bf 
averages,  as  it  has  been  stated,  is,  at  least,  a  oluu)sy  mode  of  apportianing  those 
charges  r— I  do  not  think  that  you  can  find  a  better. 

7198.  ChairmaH.^  1  do  not  quite  understand  what  importance  you  attach  to 
the  new  poor  law.  I  think  you  rather  object  to  an  extended  area  for  coauage- 
ment,  and  you  rely  entirely  upon  tl>e  interest  of  the  persons  who  pay  the  rata 
tor  managing  the  poor,  or  managing  a  parish  properly  ;  but  I  do  not  exactly 
undei  stand  what  advantage  you  can  see  in  a  Board  of  Guardians  as  regards  any 
particular  parish  ? — 1  think  that  the  advantage  of  tlie  Board  of  Guardians  is, 
tliat  it  just  corrects  the  too  great  tendency  to  being  governed  by  k)cal  feeling  i» 
the  administration  of  relief.  It  must  be  recollected  that  in  the  administratioa  <» 
relief  you  are  adminibtering  compulsory  relief;  in  distributing  a  rate,  taken 
couipulsorily  in  many  instances  from  persons  who  axe  very  poor  tbemselves;  and 
you  are  not  to  be  actuated  in  administering  relief  by  too  great  a  iSselmg  towards 
one  person,  or  too  great  a  prejudice  against  another.  1  think,  where  parishes 
were  left  alone  in  the  distribution  of  their  charity,  both  those  feelings  caBieiofl> 
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undue  operation  for  the  admmistratioD  of  that  which  fs  compulsory  charity.     I     ^ni^  m^jju 
think  tie  Board  has  operated  advantageously  in  that  way ;  but  with  regard  to     L«rd  ~ 

the  effect  of  the  rdief  being  charged  upon  small  areas,  from  the  parties  in  those        ■ 

small  areas  being  interested  in  the  poor,  and  the  manner  in  which  that  interest  is      «?  f^  *' 

created  by  the  system  of  administering  relief,  I  think  it  is  most  desirable.     I  do 

not  know  whether  the  attention  of  the  Committee  has  been  drawn  to  the  feicts,  and 

to  what  experience'  really  teaches  us  as  to  the  administration  of  relief  \n  forge 

areas  ;  but  it  shows  clearly  that  the  poor  law  has  never  worked  well,  except  where 

there  have  been  small  areas. 

7199.  You  mean  from  the  experieinre  which  the  country  has  had  of  its  opera- 
tion in  large  and  in  small  areas,  you  have  heard  that  it  is  only  in  small  areas 
where  it  has  worked  well,  but  that  does  not  quite  coincide  with  the  evidence  that 
has  been  taken  before  the  Committee,  for  some  of  the  large  areas  appear  to  hare 
been  particularly  well  managed.  What  does  an]^  Board  know  about  the  poor  of 
any  particular  parish,  except  from  the  guardians  of  that  parish  ? — They  know  the 
condition  of  a  poor  person  from  the  guardians,  and  the  relieving  officer  indi- 
vidually ;  when  a  pour  man  comes  they  administer  relief  to  him  on  a  general 
principle,  instead  of  letting  either  the  affection  or  tlie  prejudice  of  the  guardian, 
who  is  more  directly  connected  with  the  individual,  have  too  great  a  weight. 

7200.  As  your  Lordship  acts  as  chairman,  and  so  know  the  people  who  act  witli 
you,  will  you  be  good  enough  to  stale  to  the  Committee  whether  it  does  not  conform 
strictly  with  your  experience,  that  you  rely  implicitly  on  the  guardians  of  a  parish  ? 
—No,  certainly  not. 

7201.  Sir  W.  Miks.]  Will  you  be  good  enough  to  describe  to  the  Committee  the 
whole  of  the  proceeding  when  a  pauper  comes  first  before  you,  before  you 
administer  relief? — We  inquire  into  the  ground  of  the  application,  and  why  he  is  in 
want ;  he  perhaps  states  that  he  can  find  no  work,  or  he  is  aged,  or  infirm  and  can- 
not be  employed,  or  is  sick ;  we  have  the  report  of  the  relieving  officer  on  the  case, 
and  if  the  guardians  of  the  parish  are  present  (they  are  not  always  so),  but  if  they 
are,  we  of  course  hear  what  they  have  to  say  about  the  man,  and  the  administration 
of  relief  is  according  to  a  common  principle,  that  is  applied  under  similar  circum- 
stances as  nearly  as  we  can  judge  to  every  case  from  a  parish  at  one  end  of  the 
union  or  at  the  other. 

7202.  You  mean  it  is  applied  by  the  whole  Board,  and  not  by  the  particular 
guardian  of  the  parish  ? — Exactly. 

7203.  Chairman.l  If  you  have  a  strict  rule  upon  which  you  administer  relief, 
how  are  you  dependent  either  upon  the  particular  guardian  or  the  particular 
relieving  officer.  You  say  that  you  hear  the  case  and  then  apply  the  rule  and 
test  the  applicant  by  work  or  by  the  workhouse,  and  if  he  is  an  impostor  you 
will  discover  it ;  if  that  is  the  rule,  why  would  not  that  apply  to  a  large  area  as 
well  as  to  a  small  one  ? — Because  the  whole  administration  of  the  poor  law  is  not 
at  the  Board,  as  you  seem  to  think,  but  a  great  portion  of  the  administration  of 
the  poor  law  depends  upon  the  employment  to  be  found  in  the  parish,  and  upon  a 
variety  of  other  circumstances  connected  with  the  case  of  each  individual  person 
as  it  arises,  and  whicli  are  not  in  fact  matters  that  are  decided  by  the  Board  of 
Guardians. 

7204.  Do  you  think  that  employment  is  given  now  to  a  pauper  because  he  is 
simply  a  pauper,  or  do  you  think  that  employers  in  a  parish  employ  a  man,  not 
because  they  want  his  service,  but  because  they  apprehend  that  he  may  become  a 
pauper? — Over  and  over  again,  there  is  a  great  deal  of  employment  foundf  by 
persons,  in  agricultural  parishes,  that  never  would  be  found  if  they  did  not 
apprehend  that  they  would  have  to  pay  for  a  poor  man  otherwise. 

7205.  Sir  W.  MUes.]  You  ascertain  the  character  and  condition  of  a  particular 
pauper  through  the  guardian  of  the  parish  who  comes  in,  and  gives  whatever 
necessary  information  is  required  ? — Yes ;  very  often. 

7206.  Mr.  Barrow.]  I  apprehend  that  your  Lordship  finds  that  the  examim^ 
tion  of  a  pauper  himself  is  very  often  material ;  you  Imve  not  mentioned  thai  jovl 
ever  bear  die  pauper's  statement? — Al«ost  always,  if  he  is  able  to  come;  we 
never  grant  relief,  if  he  does  not  come,  when  able. 

7207*  The  advantage  arises  now  from  the  whole  Board  hearing  the  application 
of  a  pauper,  and  occasionally  deciding  contrary  to  the  opinion  of  the  parochial 
guardian  ?*— Yes. 

730&  Chaimmn.]  Da  you  administer  the  law,  according  to  the  discretion 
0.95.  304  either 
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The  Right  Hod.    either  of  the  Board,  or  of  particular  guardians  in  particular  cases ;  or  is  there 
Lord  Bedeidde.    any  rule  in  administering  relief  which  you  apply  ? — We  as  nearly  as  possible 

administer  the  same  amount  and  character  of  relief  to  the  same  character  of  case 

227  Jaly  i86o.  as  it  comes  to  us  from  the  different  parishes ;  but  there  are  frequently  cases,  other^ 
wise  similar^  in  which  we  are  very  much  guided  by  the  character  of  an  individual  in 
administering  out-<loor  relief,  or  in  administering  in-door  relief. 

7209.  Mr.  Knight]  A  great  deal  of  difference  of  opinion  prevails  on  the  sub- 
ject of  the  experience  which  has  been  had  as  to  large  and  small  areas  ? — Yes.  As 
far  as  we  know  the  history  of  the  poor  law,  it  first  began  in  the  time  of  Edward  6r 
by  that  which  was  not  compulsory,  and  in  the  14th  year  of  Elizabeth  it  was 
made  compulsory,  and  the  rates  were  to  be  levied  over  what  we  may  call  petty 
sessional  divisions  more  than  anything  else,  districts  in  which  the  several  justices 
met ;  in  the  39th  year  of  Elizabeth  it  was  altered  to  a  parochial  charge,  frotn 
which  we  may  juoge  that  the  larger  area  had  then  been  found  not  to  work  well, 
and  that  it  was  considered  better  to  make  it  parochial.  In  about  50  or  60 
years  afterwards,  in  Charles  the  2d's  time,  shortly  after  the  Restoration,  an  Act 
was  passed  as  to  the  great  parishes  in  the  northern  parts  of  the  kingdom,  in  which 
it  is  said  in  the  preamble  of  the  clause,  '^  Whereas  (certain  counties  mentioned)  by 
reason  of  the  largeness  of  the  parishes  within  the  same,  have  not  nor  cannot  reap 
the  benefit  of  the  Act  43  Elizabeth  for  the  relief  of  the  poor,"  and  it  was  then 
that  the  great  parishes  in  the  north  and  elsewhere  were  divided  into  townships  for 
the  relief  of  the  poor,  as  a  large  area  was  found  not  to  work  well.  Then,  again,. 
I  believe  it  has  been  found  in  Scotland  that  the  poor  law  works  best  in  the  smaller 
lowland  parishes,  and  that  it  is  not  very  applicable  to  the  very  large  highland  pa- 
rishes; and  that  in  some  of  them  they  have  made  arrangements  for  divisions,  with 
regard  to  the  relief  of  the  poor.  In  Ireland,  again,  we  have  the  strongest  instance 
in  proof  of  my  position.  Upon  the  first  introduction  of  the  new  poor  law  into  Ire- 
land, it  was  found  that  the  areas  chargeable  were  made  a  great  deal  too  large,  and 
after  the  experience  of  about  eight  or  ten  years  of  the  working  of  the  law  a  com- 
mission was  appointed  to  inquire  into  the  matter,  and  they  recommended  in  the 
strongest  terms  the  reduction  of  those  areas  on  the  very  grounds  upon  which  I 
and  others,  who  have  always  stood  up  for  a  parochial  system,  have  always  advo- 
cated it.  The  Commissioners  stated  in  their  report,  ''To  avoid  impositions  by 
affording  local  examinations  and  control,  as  well  as  to  approximate  to  the  natural 
condition  of  family  support,  some  division  of  the  country  into  contributory  dis- 
tricts has  been  thought  necessary ;  *'  and  speaking  of  widely-extended  districts 
they  say,  **  The  expenditure  would  be  divested  of  the  necessary  supervision  and 
control,  precisely  in  proportion  as  the  district  was  larger,  and  therefore  be  pro- 
portionately more  and  more  unjust  to  the  payer  of  the  tax/'  They  also  made 
other  remarks  as  to  the  smaller  areas  of  the  towns  in  the  north  of  Ireland,  com* 
pared  with  what  they  were  elsewhere,  and  the  advantage  that  appeared  to 
be  derived  there  from  that  circumstance.  We  also  find  in  England  many 
instances.  For  instance,  Norwich  is  a  place  where  they  have  got  into  a  very  bad 
system  of  poor  law.  I  believe  there  are  some  40  or  50  parishes  in  that  city 
which  were  united  in  the  time  of  Queen  Anne,  and  the  law  has  never  worked  well 
there  since  then.  Where  the  parochial  system  has  been  kept  up  the  same  abuses^ 
have  been  in  a  great  degree  avoided ;  and,  arguing  from  that  experience,  I 
think  I  am  justified  in  saying  that  the  poor  law  has  not  been  found  to  work  well 
for  any  length  of  time  where  the  area  has  been  large,  because  the  supervision 
which  is  connected  with  individual  responsibility,  and  the  obvious  advantage  that 
is  gained  by  a  more  immediate  knowledge  of  the  parties  receiving  relief  have  been 
wanting. 

7210.  Mr.  Dodson.l  Does  not  your  Lordship  think  that  the  increased  facilities 
of  communication  in  late  years  by  the  improvement  of  the  roads,  and  the  intro- 
duction of  railroads,  makes  some  difference  in  taking  into  account  what  is  a  proper 
area  of  chargeability  ? — I  do  not  think  it  makes  any  difference  as  to  what  is  a 
proper  area  of  chargeability,  because,  after  all,  a  man's  knowledge  of  the  poor 
about  him  must  always  be  confined  to  a  limited  area. 

7211.  Mr.  KnightJ]  What  is  your  notion  as  to  a  perfect  area;  suppose  that 
you  had  to  apply  a  poor  law  to  Ireland,  what  in  your  opinion  would  be  the  most 
proper  area  ? — Something  like  a  parish  of  a  fair  size.  I  really  do  not  know 
-what  the  general  size  of  the  electoral  divisions  now  is  in  Ireland,  whether  they 
are  too  large  or  not ;  I  know  that  they  were  very  nearlv  doubled  in  number ; 
certainly  they  were  increased  more  than  one-third  aner  the  experiment  of 

larger 
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larger  areas  had  been  tried  ;  and  with   regard  to  the  principle  of  getting  nni-    Trie  Right  Hon. 
lormity  of  rating,  I   have  just  been   looking  at  some  returns  that  have  been     ^ord  Medesdale, 

made  as  to   the  electoral   divisions  in   Ireland,  and   the    poundajre    rate    upon       

each   electoral  division  within  several  unions;  and   I  see  very  great  differences       27  July  i860. 

exist  even  under  this  new   and  carefully   established  arrangement.     There  is 

one  union,  the  Clifden  Union,  which  struck  my  eye  ,  because  the  rates  appeared 

to  be  very  high;  in  one  electoral  division  they  run  as  high  as  4s.  2d.  in  the 

pound  ;  and  in  none,  or  in  only  one  or  two,  are  they  under   i  s. ;  whereas  there 

are  many   unions,  I  may  say  the  majority  of  them,  which   appear  to  average 

much  nearer,  is.;  in  some  electoral  divisions,  they  go  down  as  low  as  3  rf. ;  and 

that  shows,  I  think,  how   impossible  it  is  to  obtain  uniformity  between  unions. 

It  seems  to  n)e  that  to  attempt  to  establish   uniformity  as  the  plan  upon  which 

you  are  to  proceed,  is  one  that  you  cannot  apply  any  general  principle  to.     I 

believe  that  the  effect  of  attempting  to  establish  what  is  called  union  rating  must, 

from  its  inequality,  lead,  as  a  necessary  consequence,  to  a  demand  for  national 

rating,  and  on  the  ground  of  economy  only   that  system  would  appear  to  be  the 

soimdest,  as,  in  all  probability,  a  rate  of  6  d.  in  the  pound    would    raise  the 

present  amount  of  poor  rates  upon  property  generall}^  and  you  could  subject  all 

properly  as   it  ought  to  be  to  the  charge,  and  not  liave  a  regular  annual   Bill  to 

exempt  slock  in   trade,    and   other   personal  property,  from  being  rated  to  the 

relief  of  the  poor ;  if  you  could  do  thai,  I  believe  that  it  would   be  at  first  a 

great  gain  in  point  of  economy  ;   but  I  am  sure  it   would   break  down  in  the 

working,  and  that  you  cannot  carry   on  the  principle  of  poor  law  relief  without 

bringing  it  into  small  areas,  both  for  charge  and  management. 

721 2.  Chaif^man.]  I  think  that  you  mistrust  that  kind  of  interest  in  a  union  that 
you  see  in  a  parish,  because  a  union  is  so  larger — Yes. 

7213.  Do  not  you  observe  that  there  is  a  great  difference  in  the  extent  of 
parishes  in  this  country;  some  are  larger  than  some  unions? — I  believe 'they  are. 

7214.  The  management  does  not  depend  at  all  upon  the  extent  of  a  parish, 
but  upon  the  principle  on  which  they  administer  relief? — Of  course  you  may  find 

a  well-managed  large  parish,  as  well  as  you  may  find  well-managed  small  ones ;  • 

but  the  argument  that  I  use  is,  that  it  has  been  found  uniformly  that  large  areas 
have  not  worked  well,  for  any  length  of  time,  and  that  they  have  been  obliged  to 
come  down  to  small  areas  whenever  large  ones  have  been  tried. 

7215.  To  what  do  you  refer  when  you  state  tliat  it  has  been  found  that  large 
areas  never  succeed? — I  refer  to  the  Act  of  Charles  the  Second,  which  made  a 
division  into  townships,  for  rating,  in  the  large  northern  parishes,  on  the  very 
ground  that  it  was  found  that  they  did  not  work  well  on  account  of  the  largeness 
of  the  parishes ;  and  I  also  take  the  Irish  case,  in  which  it  has  been  found  that 
the  large  areas  do  not  work  well,  and  they  have  been  nearly  doubled  in  number  to 
diminish  the  size. 

72  J  6.  We  are  accustomed,  in  talking  of  England,  to  refer  to  the  year  1834; 
do  you  know  of  any  instance,  since  1834,  in  which  a  large  area  has  been  ill 
managed  in  consequence  of  its  being  large? — Of  course  1  cannot  speak  from 
personal  experience,  and  I  will  not  speak  except  upon  that  which  I  know  ;  but 
from  what  1  see  at  my  own  Board  I  am  convinced  that  my  own  union  would  not  be 
worked  so  well  if  there  was  a  union  charge  instead  of  a  parochial  charge. 

7217.  Then  I  understand  you  to  say  that  there  is  not  interest  enough  upon 
the  whole  in  that  union  to  secure  that  good  management  wtiich  results  in  a 
reduction  of  the  rates  ;  you  now  depend  upon  motives  of  interest  in  tl.'e  individual 
guardians,  or  in  the  individual  inhabitants  of  a  parish,  who  know  that  they  will 
be  liable  to  the  support  of  the  poor,  and  who  try,  therefore,  to  employ  them,  and 
keep  down  the  rates;  would  not  that  be  possible  in  a  union,  and  w^ould  not  the 
proprietors  look  out  much  more  sharply  than  they  do  now ;  would  it  not  be 
possible,  either  by  paid  guardians  or  competent  persons,  to  keep  down  the  rates 
as  much  in  a  union  with  a  larger  area  as  is  now  done  by  the  present  Board  of 

'  Guardians? — No,  I  do  not  think  so.  I  do  not  think  that  paid  guardians  would 
work  well,  and  iif  you  made  it  a  union  rating  you  would  have  a  worse  class  of 
guardians  than  you  have  now.  There  is  very  great  diflBculty  in  finding  respect- 
able persons  to  undertake  the  office  of  guardians.  If  all  relief  was  from  a  com- 
mon fund,  the  men  who  would  be  ambitious  to  obtain  a  guardianship  would  be 
generally  shopkeepers,  who  would  expect  to  get  the  custom  of  those  to  whom  they 
bad  been  of  use  in  obtaining  relief. 

7218.  Sir  W.  Miles.']  Does  not  the  principle  of  the  poor  law,  since  1834, 
show  the  necessity  of  supervision  by  a  number  of  guardians  elected  for  each 
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TheRigbtHon.    place,  a  populous  place  having  a  larger  number  than  small  places  ?— I  suppotje 
IxMPd  R€desdai9.    that  it  was  thought  humane  to  appoint  more   where  there   were  many  i>oor, 

and  also  to  give  a  fair  representation  at  the  Board,  according  to  the  amount  of  the 

a?  July  i8(?o.      population, 

7219.  If  they  were  to  take  a  mere  union  view  of  the  case,  one  guardian  would 
have  done  as  well  as  five  or  six  ? — Yes,  in  a  mere  union  view  of  the  case,  the  best 
administration  of  the  poor  law  would  be  by  one  assistant  commissioner. 

7220.  ChairmcmJ]  You  have  great  faith,  have  you  not,  in  those  tests  which, 
have  been  established  since  1834,  such  as  the  workhouse,   and  also  demandinty 
labour  from  applicants  for  relief? — 1  think  the  power  to  refuse  out-door  relief  to 
the  al>le-bodied  labourer  has  been  the  main  point  on  which  the  advantage  arising 
from  the  new  system  has  turned,  in  the  agricultural  parishes. 

7221.  That  is  the  rule  which  is  acted  upon? — Yes. 

7222.  And  could  be  acted  upon  just  as  much,  supposing  there  was  union 
rating  and  union  management,  instead  of  parochial  ? — In  both  case,  I  think  you 
might  count  that  as  the  chief  advantajje  which  has  been  derived  from  the  change 
of  system  ;  but  I  say  that  there  is  a  great  deal  more  to  look  to,  and  particularly 
where  out-relief  is  administered,  not  where  it  is  refused  ;  that  is  where  you  find 
the  advantage  of  the  assistance  derived  from  local  information. 

7223.  You  do  not  consider  that  the  law  undertakes  to  do  more  than  to  save 
people  from  destitution? — No. 

7224.  Then,  if  that  is  accomplished,  it  seems  to  me  that  you  do  all  the  law 
undertakcii  to  do,  and  that  you  must  leave  the  rest  to  voluntary  charity  ?— Yes; 
but  the  way  in  which  it  is  done  may  be  very  diflferent 

7225.  Is  it  not  a  bad  plan  to  introduce  private  interest  in  the  management  of 
the  poor  ? — Yes  ;  but  you  must,  in  a  certain  degree,  rely  upon  local  information, 
which  can  only  arise  from  interest.  You  have  a  great  number  of  things  to 
contend  with  in  administering  relief,  and  you  cannot  say  that  it  can  be  admiais- 
tered  without  information,  and  that  everything  is  to  be  done  according  to  one 
hard  general  rule,  without  knowing  anything  about  individuals. 

7226.  Could  you  not  classify  the  other  poor  as  you  do  the  able-bodied,  and 
manage  them  on  some  fixed  principle ;  such  as  the  old,  and  the  very  youn^,  and 
the  sick,  and  so  on,  following  soaie  rule  with  respect  to  each  ? — No  ;  I  do  not 
think  it  is  possible  to  administer  the  Poor  Law,  as  it  is  administered  in  Engkmd, 
where  there  is  a  great  deal  of  out-door  relief,  upon  any  one  j^reat  fixed  principle. 
You  must  have  a  certain  knowledge  of  each  particular  case. 

7227.  I  believe  your  Lordship  is  only  acquainted  with  the  mode  in  which  yoar 
own  union  is  managed,  and  not  with  other  places  ? — No  ;  very  l.tUe. 

7228.  You  know,  perhaps,  that  management  differs  very  much  in  consequence 
of  Boards  of  Guardians  exercising  their  own  discretion  as  to  the  mode  of  treat- 
ment r — Yes ;  and  1  dare  say  that  some  unions  are  better  managed  than  others. 

7229.  Have  we  not  arrived  at  a  time  when  there  is  no  redundancy  of  labour, 
and  when  we  might  leave  people  to  get  labourers  as  they  wanted  them,  and  let 
those  who  are  destitute  be  relieved  as  the  poor  law  provides  ? — I  do  not  know ; 
but  I  think,  as  far  as  I  am  able  to  judge,  that  it  is  a  very  important  element 
that  there  should  be  a  disposition  on  the  part  of  persons,  who  are  not  very  fond 
of  enjploying  more  people  than  they  consider  it  profitable  to  employ,  to  employ 
them. 

7230.  You  would  not  recommend  people  to  employ  more  labour  than  they 
wanted  ? — I  do  not  think  that  it  hurts  the  persons  to  whom  I  allude ;  but  that  it 
benefits  them. 

7231.  You  do  not,  I  suppose,  believe  that  there  is  any  occasion  for  pauperism 
among  the  able-bodied,  or  doubt  that  everyl>ody  can  get  employment  if  he  likes  ? 
—I  think  they  can  probably  now ;  but  there  was  a  very  hard  time  not  long  ago, 
when  it  was  very  difficult  to  find  employment  for  the  people. 

7232.  It  is  very  easy,  is  it  not,  to  nuike  them  dependant  on  relief,  if  it  is  not 
administered  strictly  ? — Yes ;  and  I  think  it  is  most  important  to  watch  that,  and 
It  is  very  difficult  to  watch  it. 

7233.  Do  you  not  think  that  under  the  parochial  system  yon  keep  people  very 
much  on  the  spot,  instead  of  inducing  them  to  go  forth  and  find  labour  for  them- 
selves ? — To  a  certain  degree  that  must  be  the  case ;  I  am  not  sure  whether  the 
system  of  settlement  could  not  be  veiy  much  improved,  and  probably  very  ^iy 
improved,  but  it  is  of  course  a  very  difficult  question. 

7234-  Are 
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7234.  Are  you  in  the  habit  of  removing  the  poor  in  your  union  ? — ^Very  seldom ;    The  Ri^ht  TJmI 
there  are  not  many  cases.  ^^  Redesdale. 

7235.  Is  it  avoided  upon  any  calculation  of  its  not  beini;  worth  the  expense,  or 

have  you  had  any  redundancy  of  labour  in  your  union  ? — I  think  that  the  cases      ^7  Jnly  i860, 
very  seldom  arise  now ;   they  do  of  course  arise,  and  will  when  people  come  in ; 
but  in  a  quiet  district  like  mine  a  great  number  have  resided  five  years,  and   that 
prevents  removals;  we  very  seldom  now  hear  of  them. 

7236.  Has  the  charge  upon  the  union  increased  very  much  in  consequence  of 
the  irremovable  poor  in  your  union  ? — No. 

7237.  Have  some  of  the  poor  become  irremovable  in  other  places,  although 
settled  in  your  union  ?—  I  suppose  some  have,  but  I  do  not  hear  of  these  cases  ; 
they  do  not  come  to  our  knowl^ge. 

7238.  Upon  the  whole,  you  do  not  find  any  objection  to  the  Act,  as  it  has 
existed  ? — I  do  not  think  that  the  way  in  which  it  is  applied  is  advantageous  ;  I 
think  that  we  are  in  the  intermediate  stage  between  that  and  something  diffei'ent 
as  to  settlement,  as  connected  with  this  question  of  irremovability  ;  I  do  not  think 
that  either  are  working  in  a  satisfactory  manner. 

7239.  Have  you  any  suggestion  to  mak^  as  to  an  amendment  of  the  Act 
which  the  Committee  are  inquiring  into? — I  think  that  a  great  improvement 
might  result  from  dealing  with  the  whole  question  of  settlement 

7040.  Sir  W.  Miles.]  As  far  as  regards  irremovabiUty  now,  would  you  give  a 
settlement  after  five  years'  residence  ? — I  am  not  quite  sure  whether  I  would  give 
entirely  what  may  be  called  a  settlement ;  in  some  cases,  I  tbink^  there  is  a  great 
deal  of  good  in  the  irremovable  principle  ;  or  something  like,  as  connected  with 
residence,  what  is  obtained  in  Ireland ;  I  think  there  is  too  much  difficulty  now 
in  obtaining  a  right  to  settlement  in  a  parish  ;  I  would  not  have  settlement  quite 
upon  the  present  principle. 

7241.  Chairman.']  You  are  aware  that  no  chargeability  attaches  to  the  family 
of  an  irremovable  pauper ;  whereas,  if  a  man  obtains  a  settlement,  his  family 
derives  settlement  from  him  ? — Yes. 

724a.  But  there  is  no  derivative  irremovability  ? — No. 

7243.  Therefore  a  parish  is  only  liable  for  the  person,  whereas  the  hardship 
only  consists  of  removing  him  ;  does  not  that  seem  to  meet  all  the  objections  that 
there  are  to  settlement  and  to  removal  ? — But  then  you  must  recollect,  that  if  a 
man  goes  over  the  boundary  of  bis  parish  into  a  neighbouring  parish,  he  at  ouce 
becomes  removable  from  tl]^  union,  and  perhaps  removable  to  a  distant  part  of 
the  kingdom  after  he  has  acquired  irremovability. 

7244.  If  he  absents  hnnself  for  a  certain  time,  be  loses  his  irremovability  in  a 
particular  place? — Yes;  and  he  loses  his  irremovabiUty  by  going  to  reside  else- 
where for  a  day. 

7245.  Perhaps  that  might  be  met  by  giving  him  a  certain  time  before  he  loses 
the  advantage  of  that  irremovability  ? — Yes ;  I  think  that  sometbing  of  that  sort 
is  desirable. 

7246.  Are  you  aeqfuainted  with  the  Scotch  system  \  I  believe  that  there^  for  a 
certain  time,;  the  individual  does  not  lose  his  position? — But  my  view  of  the 
case  is  connected  also  with  parochial  arrangements,  not  with  union  ckarge. 

7247.  You  would  DEUtke  them  irremovable  from  the  parish  ? — Yes. 

7248^  Mr.  Soikeron  Estcourt]  How  do  you  distinguish  between  irremovability 
which  is  not  broken  by  actually  removing  from  a  place,  and  which  I  understood 
you  to  say  just  now  should  follow  an  indivicbal  at  least  for  a  limited  period ; 
how  do  you  distinguish  between  that  status  and  the  status  of  settlement  ^ — I 
think  that .  settlement  is  vrhere  a  whole  fitmily  becomes  immediately  fixed 
to  a  place,  where  a  man  obtains  a  settlement,  and  every  child,  as  it  groi%s  up ; 
there  is  his  place  of  settlement,  and  upon  that  he  has  a  claim  ^  but  dow^  when  a 
man  obtains  irrenK>vability  for  himself  by  coming  to  reside  in  a  place»  only  those 
that  come  with  him  and  j^ide  the  same  time,  obtain  the  same  claim  for  irre- 
noovability. 

7249.  Supposing  a  poor  man  obtains  a  status  of  inemovability  in  union  A, 
and  he  then  moves  out  and  goes  into  the  neighbouring  parish  B,  and  theireby 
loses  his  irremovability,  I  understand  you  to  surest  that  he  shall  retain  fur  a 
limited  period  the  advantages  of  irrem30va-()ility  to  himself?' — It  is  very  difficult  to 
draw  a  distinction  between  settlement  and  irremovability;,  when  you  begin  to 
extend  the  one  or  limit  the  other;  but  I  say  this,  that  I  do  not  think  you  ought 
to  have  the  one  and  the  other  acting  together;  but  you  ought  to  Qonve  to  one 
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The  Right  Hon.     uniform  system  with  regard  to  what  is  to  make  a  man  irremovable,  and  that  ought 
I^ord  Kedesdale.     ^^  ^^  ^j^^  g^^j^^  thing  as  settlement  with  regard  to  the  poor  generally. 
aTTTsGo  7^5^-  -Am  I,  then,  right  in  inferring  that  your  meaning  is,  that  in  truth  your 

*  irremovability,  or  by  whatever  name  it  may  be  called,  would  be  tantamount  to 
settlement? — Tantamount  to  not  quite  the  same  settlement  as  the  present  one ;  I 
would  do  away  with  the  present  law  of  settlement,  and  have  a  new  law  of  settle- 
ment altogether. 

7251.  Am  I  to  understand  you  to  say  that  you  wish  to  get  rid  of  irremova- 
bility in  its  present  form,  and  to  have  one  substitute  for  both,  and  have  an  entirely 
new  form  of  settlement  by  whatever  name  it  may  be  called? — ^Yes. 

7252.  Sir  W.  Miles.]  Will  you  describe  to  the  Committee  what  you  would 
recommend  ? — Certainly;  allowing  people  to  obtain  a  claim  upon  a  parish ;  those 
who  have  resided  in  it  for  a  certain  time,  under  certain  circumstances,  probably 
by  paying  rates,  or  occupying  premises  of  a  certain  amount,  or  something  of  that 
sort,  affording  some  stronger  test  as  to  connexion  with  the  place  than  that  of 
merely  having  resided  in  it  for  a  certain  period  ;  at  the  present  time  there  is  no 
means  of  getting  a  settlement  that  I  know  of,  except  by  apprenticeship,  or  by 
renting  10  Z.  a  year  value ;  and  with  regard  to  many  parishes  in  the  country, 
occupying  a  loZ.  rating,  is  certainly  far  higher  than  is  reasonable  for  obtaining 
a  settlement.  Apprenticeship  is  now  comparatively  rare,  and  there  may  be  some 
objections  to  its  giving  a  settlement,  although  I  think,  on  the  whole,  it  is  a  very 
good  ground. 

7253.  Chairman.]  They  acquire  settlements,  women  from  their  husbands,  and 
children  from  their  parents  ? — That  is  birth  settlement ;  if  a  person  comes  into  a 
place,  and  he  comes  in  alone,  without  a  family,  he  may  have  left  his  wife  for  very 
good  reasons,  and  not  have  deserted  her,  and  it  appears  to  be  very  hard  that 
such  a  woman  should  become  chargeable  upon  the  parish  in  which  he  has  come 
to  reside. 

7254.  But  what  would  become  of  her  r — She  should  remain  chargeable  to  the 
parish  which  was  his  former  parish. 

7255.  Mr.  Sotheron  Estcourt.]  Have  you  made  up  your  mind  as  to  how  many 
years'  residence  or  occupancy  of  any  kind  you  think  would  be  desirable  to  secure 
to  a  man  the  advantages  of  this  status,  by  whatever  name  it  might  be  called  ?— 
I  think  five  years  is  full  short,  but  I  do  not  think,  as  that  has  been  acted  upon 
for  some  time,  that  I  should  change  it ;  but  the  real  difficulty  with  regard  to  the 
administration  of  a  law  of  settlement  is  the  case  of  Ireland. 

7256.  Chairman.]  From  the  fact  of  there  being  two  systems? — Yes;  so  long  as 
you  have  got  a  system  of  administration  of  relief  which  people  will  consider  pre- 
ferable in  one  country  to  that  in  the  other,  it  is  almost  impossible  to  effect  a 
satisfactory  change  in  the  law  of  settlement. 

7257.  Mr.  H.  Herbert.]  Should  you  see  any  objection  to  making  it  com- 
pulsory that  a  pauper  in  England  should  be  removed  to  the  place  that  should 
appear  to  be  the  place  of  his  birth,  instead  of  to  the  nearest  port  ? — I  have  had  no 
experience  in  that ;  I  do  not  think  we  have  removed  any  Irish  paupers  from  my 
union,  but  I  think  there  is  very  great  difficulty  in  finding  out  where  an  Irish 
pauper  ought  to  be  removed  to,  as  the  law  stands  now. 

7258.  You  have  to  encounter  that  difficulty  now  in  order  to  determine  the 
port  to  which  he  shall  be  removed  ? — You  take  his  statement  upon  that  and  remove 
him ;  and  all  you  know  is,  that  having  so  removed  him,  and  deposited  him  at  a 
port,  he  has  no  further  claim  upon  you. 

7259.  Then,  if  you  wished,  instead  of  removing  him  to  the  port,  to  remove  him 
to  the  place  which,  so  far  as  you  could  judge  was  the  place  of  his  birth,  would 
there  be  any  greater  difficulty  in  doing  that  than  in  removing  him  as  at  present? 
— I  do  not  see  any  necessity  for  a  change  in  the  law. 

7260.  Does  not  it  stand  to  reason,  that  by  moving  him  only  to  the  port  nearest 
to  the  place  of  his  birth  he  must  have  some  distance  to  travel  ? — He  is  then  taken 
up  by  others ;  you  must  consider  Ireland  and  England  as  two  separate  countries 
with  regard  to  the  poor  law. 

7261 .  Practically,  is  there  not  very  often  great  hardship  inflicted  upon  a  person 
who  is  moved,  as  at  present,  to  the  port  nearest  to  his  place  of  birth,  instead  of 
to  the  place  of  his  birth,  where  he  might  have  friends  and  relations? — I  believe 
that  the  port  where  he  is  left  is  bound,  and  will,  of  course,  forward  him  on  to  the 
place  where  he  ought  to  go. 

726)*.  Are  you  aware  that  there  is  no  power  to  do  that? — ^Then  an  alteration 
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may  be  made.  If  a  man  became  chargeable  in  France,  he  would  be  put  by  the  The  Right  Hon. 
French  authorities  on  the  shores  of  England,  and  he  has  to  find  his  way  to  !iis  own  ^^^^  itedesdafe 
parish. 

7262.  Is  there  any  analogy  between  the  two  kingdoms  of  England  and  France       *7  July  i86o- 
and  England  and  Ireland,  which  are  united  in  one  Legislature? — Yes;  where 

the  poor  laws  are  so  entirely  different. 

7263.  Chairman.']  I  presume  you  have  heard  that  the  grievance  of  the  Irish 
is  that  of  being  removed  at  all  ? — Yes,  I  believe  that  is  the  great  grievance ;  and 
so  long  as  the  system  of  relief  is  more  tempting  to  paupers  in  England  than  in 
Ireland,  so  long  will  you  be  exposed  to  the  same  state  of  things.  We  do  not  hear 
of  the  Irish  having  to  remove  any  English  paupers. 

7264.  Mr,  //•  Herbert.']  Have  you  ever  known  an  instance  of  an  Irish  pauper 
coming  to  England  for  the  purpose  of  receiving  relief? — I  do  not  know  of  any 
instance ;  but  I  believe  the  thing  has  been  so ;  I  believe  some  have  been  sent. 

7265.  When  you  say  that  that  has  been  the  case,  you  speak  only  from  hearsay 
and  belief  ? — ^Yes,  I  speak  from  hearsay,  and  from  something  that  I  believe  is 
perfectly  true ;  and,  indeed^  I  rather  think  that  charges  have  been  brought  against 
some  Boards  of  Guardians,  on  one  or  two  occasions,  for  having  advised  their 
paupers  to  come  over,  having  taken  care  that  the  money  should  be  found  indirectly 
to  pay  their  passage. 

7266.  Where  was  that?— In  the  south  of  Ireland,  I  think.  I  do  not  speak 
from  my  own  knowledge,  but  I  have  every  reason  to  believe  it  was  true. 

7267.  Are  you  aware  that  evidence  has  been  given  before  this  Committee  that 
Irish  labour  is  considered  to  be  very  valuable  in  England,  and  that  in  some 
districts  they  cannot  get  on  without  it? — Yes,  I  have  no  doubt. of  it.  I  do  not 
complain  at  all  of  the  Irish  coming  over. 

7268.  Mt.Kniffkt.']  There  has  been  a  good  deal  of  complaint  of  the  law  of 
irremovability  by  the  Iri^h,  that,  after  living  in  one  parish  as  long,  I  diink,  as  26 
years  in  one  case,  a  man  has  gone  over  the  boundary,  into  the  next  parish,  and 
has  been  removed  to  Ireland  ;  would  not  that  be  obviated  by  the  alteration  you 
have  proposed  ? — Yes,  it  would  ;  but  I  would  not  have  mere  residence ;  I  do  not 
think  that  that  ought  to  give  a  claim  to  settlement.  It  ought  to  be  coupled  with 
some  little  test  as  to  respectability. 

7269.  Sir  JV.  Miles.]  It  has  been  suggested  to  the  Committee  that  the  support 
of  the  insane  poor  should  not  be,  as  now,  a  parochial  charge,  but  should  be 
thrown  on  the  union  ;  what  do  you  think  of  that  suggestion  r — I  think  that  it  is 
the  least  objectionable  charge  to  make  a  union  charge  that  I  am  aware  of,  and  it 
has  some  advantages  in  being  made  so.  There  is  no  doubt  that  it  is  very  desir- 
able to  get  lunatics  as  quickly  as  possible  to  a  lunatic  asylum ;  and,  so  far,  the 
change  would  be  advantageous.  On  the  other  hand,  there  is  a  class  of  persons 
who  might  be  sent  as  lunatics,  who  are  just  as  well  taken  care  of,  and  feel 
more  comfortable  by  not  being  put  under  restaint.  In  all  probability  that 
would  be  checked  in  many  cases  by  their  being  returned  as  not  being  fit  subjects 
for  a  lunatic  asylum,  although  at  the  same  time  the  asylum  authorities  would 
hardly  feel  justified  in  doing  it,  in  case  any  accident  should  occur  afterwards, 
from  the  inability  of  the  poor  to  take  charge  of  a  person  of  weak  mind.  Upon 
the  whole,  I  do  not  see  any  ureat  objection  to  the  cost  of  lunatics  being  made  a 
union  charge,  although  I  do  not  know  that  it  is  desirable  altogether. 

7270.  Still  there  would  be,  in  a  certain  way,  a  shifting  of  the  burthen  by  tiiai? 
— Yes ;  but  I  think  the  shifting  of  that  burthen  might  be  useful,  because, 
although  apparently  it  might  come  heavy  in  the  first  instance,  in  particular 
parishes,  every  parish  must  take  its  chance  of  having  lunatics,  and  they  must 
have  them  in  the  course  of  a  certain  number  of  years ;  in  small  parishes  some- 
times the  poor  rate,  from  having  lunatics,  is  at  once  doubled  upon  that  parish,  as 
it  is  a  much  heavier  charge  than  any  other;  one  or  two  lunatics  will  make  a  very 
great  difference  in  the  charges ;  it  would  tend  to  equalize  the  charge  in  small 
parishes,  and  save  them  from  the  chance  of  such  an  occurrence. 

7271.  Mr.  Knight.]  It  would  be  a  sort  of  insurance  ? — Yes,  I  cannot  imagine 
that  there  is  any  great  difference  between  the  amount  of  lunacy  in  one  place 
or  i»  another ;  you  see  the  same  causes  for  lunacy  in  the  rural  parishes  as 
well  as  in  others.  I  know  parishes  where  there  is  a  great  deal  of  scrofula 
and  other  complaints,  and  idiotcy  is  by  no  means  an  uncommon  occurrence  in 
parishes. 
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The  Right  Hoa.        7272.  Mr,  BarroTv.']  In  unions  in  which  there  are  several  parishes  that  pay 

Lord  RedesdaU.    pothin<j,  according  to  the  present  averages,  would  there  not  be  great  injustice  in 

j"l     m       <^harginjj  them  with  a  portion  of  the  charge  for  lunatics  ? — If  there  are  unions  in 

7  uy  ^    o.     ^jjj^j^  jjjgj,g  Qj.g  many  parishes  that  pay  nothing^  to  the  union  charges,  it  would 

be  so,  and  you  mi^zht  make  an  exception  ;  and  if  any  parish  did  not  pay  to  the 

union  charge,  and  had  a  lunatic,  it  should  maintain  the  lunttie.     I  do  not  think 

the  exception  would  be  very  troublesome. 

7273.  Mr.  DodscnJ]  Are  the  parishes  in  your  union  ail  similarly  circumstanced  ? 
-^Not  quite ;  but  there  is  no  town  that  has  nK>re  than  about  3,000  inhabitants ; 
some  ot  the  parishes  are  very  small ;  I  think  there  are  37  parishes* 

7274.  Do  any  of  the  guardians  in  your  union  complain  of  the  unequal  distri- 
bution of  the  rates  ? — ^There  w  as  one  guardian  who  brought  the  question  under 
discussion  ai  the  Board,  his  parish  being  one  that  would  be  benefited  by  equali- 
sation. 

7275.  Was  he  a  guardian  from  the  town  parish  ? — Yes;  about  the  largest  town 
that  we  have  ;  somewhere  about  2,000  inhabitants ;  the  case  was  discussed  at  the 
Board,  and  he  did  not  meet  with  much  support ;  but  I  do  not  think  that  guardians 
are  to  be  relied  upon  entirely  as  authorities  in  the  matter.  I  think  that  each 
of  them,  if  returns  were  placed  before  him,  by  which  it  would  be  shown 
that  he  would  pay  less  under  a  new  system,  would  advocate  that  system; 
they  are  almost  all  occupiers,  and  their  interest  is  a  limited  one.  I  think  that  a 
man  who  advocated  a  change  in  one  parish,  by  which  he  was  benefited^  if  betook 
a  farm  in  another  parish  where  be  uould  lo^e  by  it,  would  very  often  change  his 
opinion  the  next  year. 

7276.  Mr.  Barrow.]  Would  you  not  attach  some  value  to  the  resolutions  which 
unions  passed  by  a  very  large  majority,  composed  of  parties,  not  only  of  those 
who  were  suffering  from  the  present  averages,  but  of  those  who  were  benefited 
by  them  ? — I  should  certainly  pay  deference  to  their  opinion  according  to  their 
ability. 

7277.  Mr.  Knight.]  I  think  I  rather  understood  you  to  say  that  you  consider 
it,  not  as  an  occupier's  tax,  but  entirely  a»  a  landlord's  tax  1— Entirely  so. 

7278.  It  is  a  natural  element  of  pix>perly  ? — Yes;  rate*  are  a  natural  element 
of  properly. 

7279.  Therefore  the  guardians,  who  are  chiefly  occupiers,  art  not  tbe  persons 
who  are  the  most  proper  to  deal  with  the  question  ?-— No. 

7280^  Chairnuin.]  Is  there  any  other  suggestion  that  you  wish  to  make  to  the 
Committee ;  you  have  said  that  you  think  the  occasion  of  renewing  this  Act 
would  be  a  good  one  for  reviewing  the  present  law  of  settlement  r — Yes. 

7281.  In  all  other  retpects  you  are  satisfied  with  the  law? — No;  I  think  it 
wQuld  be  better  if  it  were  made  parochial ;  I  was  asked  a  question  as  to  whether 
the  present  mode  was  w>t  a  clumsy  mode  of  apportioning  tbe  chars^  and  I  said 
that  I  did  not  know  of  a  better ;  I  do  not  know  how  you  can  get  it  OMire  fairiy 
done ;  I  think  it  is  the  fairest  basis  on  which  you  can  go,  and  a  change  that 
alters  tl>e  relative  value,  and  benefits  one  imh  to  the  injury  of  another,  I  do  not 
consider  would  bo  fair. 

728'i.  Chairman.]  You  admit  that  tbe  charge,  as  assessed  now^is  a  tax  on  tbe 
poverty  of  a  parish  or  according  to  tbe  poverty,  rather  than  according  to  the 
value  of  the  property  ?— Of  course  it  is,  and  it  has  beea  the  saoi«  for  tbe  last  250 
years  ;  if  it  is  thought  that  the  Irremovable  Act  has  led  to  any  heavier  charge  in 
the  town  parishes,  as  compared  with  the  rural  parishes,  I  believe  it  to  be  the 
greatest  possible  mistake,  for  I  believe  that  it  has  been  a  great  relief  to  town 
parishes  in  any  union  in  which  there  are  other  parishes  connected  with  them; 
and  that,  by  making  it  a  union  charge,  the  town  parishes  have  very  largely 
benefited. 

7283,  Mr.  Barrow.]  Theo  you  would  hardly  admit  the  &ct  that  has  been 
stated  by  various  witnesses,  and  wliich  I  know  of  my  own  knnwledge  in  my  own 
union,  that  the  charge  for  the  irremovable  poor  is  exceedinc;ly  unequal  in  the 
agricultural  parijjhesr — I  have  no  doubt  that  it  is  unequal  in  diflferent  districts, 
but  I  believe  that  in  your  union,  if  it  is  a  town  union,  you  would  find  that  your 
rates  have  been  very  much  decreased  since  1834  ;  therefore  what  I  say  is,  that 
as  no  part  of  the  country  can  say  it  has  been  made  worse  by  the  change  in  the 
law  in  1834,  IK)  part  of  the  country  has  a  claim  to  say,  Let  another  man  pay  my 
charges  for  me  by  a  direct  alteration  of  the  law,  by  a  permanent  rate  in  aid  ;  for 
it  is  truly  the  case,  that  these  union  charges  are  rates  in  aid,  and  they  aie  open 
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to  all  the  objections  that  have  ever  attached   to  a  rate  in  aid.     I  believe  that    The  Right  Hon. 
system    has  uniformly  broken  down,    and    I    believe    also  that  the  maximum     l^rd Redesdak. 
principle  has  always  broken  down  whenever  it  has  been  tried  ;  and  I  believe  that         ' 
the  same  will  be  found,  if  it  is  persevered  in,  to  follow  every  system  other  than       27  July  i860, 
that  of  limiting  the  char^  to  small  areas. 

7284.  Mr.  l>odion.]  Supposing  that  every  parish  in  the  country  has  been 
benefited  by  the  Act  of  1834.  has  not  a  parish  a  right  to  complain  if  it  has  not 
obtained  an  equal  share  of  the  benefit  ?— I  do  not  see  that ;  tiie  probability  is  that 
it  may  be  owing  to  some  defect  in  its  own  management. 

7285.  Mr.  Tollemache.]  Have  you  many  close  parishes  in  your  union  belonging 
almost  exclusively  to  one  individual  ?— There  are  one  or  two  which  belong  to 
one  individual. 

7286.  Are  there  any  very  decided  open  parishes  r— Yes. 

7287.  Do  you  think  that  the  law  of  irremovability  has  injured  the  open 
parishes  more  than  the  others  ? — -No,  I  do  not  think  it  has  ;  I  think  that  the 
rates,  according  to  the  last  return,  were  lower  in  almost  every  parish*  In  general, 
if  the  rates  in  a  parish  have  risen,  you  will  find  that  it  is  in  some  of  the  smaller 
parishes  on  account  of  lunacy,  which  often  makes  a  very  great  difference  in  the 
charges.  There  are  occasions  in  which  a  parish  may  be  liable  to  increased 
charges  on  other  accounts;  some  may  have  an  extra  number  of  aged  poor,  and 
all  these  circumstances  affect  small  parishes. 

7288.  Are  many  of  the  cottages  in  the  hands  of  tenants,  or  do  the  landlords 
keep  them  in  their  own  hands?— They  are  mostly  in  the  hands  of  the  landlords. 

7289.  Do  the  farmers  generally  have  cottages  on  their  farms  ?-*-They  generally 
have  one  cottage,  and  some  may  have  two ;  but  in  many  parishes  the  cottages  are 
in  a  great  many  hands  ;  some  of  the  parishes  that,  perhaps,  are  the  least  well  oflf, 
are  those  in  which  people  have  built  a  number  of  cottages  upon  speculation  ;  and 
I  think  that  union  rating  would  encourage  the  building  of  cottages  in  that  way; 
I  think  that  there  would  be  more  indifference  as  to  the  persons  in  them  becoming 
chargeable. 

7290.  I  suppose  these  cottages  are  chiefly  built  in  open  parishes  ?— Yes  ;  where- 
ever  they  can  get  a  bit  of  ground. 

7291.  That  is  in  open  parishes  ?— Sometimes  they  cannot  get  a  place  to  build, 
where  all  the  ground  belongs  to  one  individual.  If  you  mean  by  a  close  parish, 
strictly  a  parish  where  the  whole  of  the  land  belongs  to  one  individual,  there  are 
not  many  parishes  in  that  union  where  you  could  not  get  a  bit  of  land  ;  not  more 

ban  one  or  two. 

7292.  But  parishes  perhaps  belonging  to  one  or  two,  or  three  individuals  might 
be  considered  close,  and  in  those  parishes  cottages  could  not  be  built  to  the  same 
extent  ?— No ;  the  greater  number  of  cottages  of  that  sort  are  built  in  towns,  or  in 
places  that  approximate  to  towns ;  but  still,  in  some  small  parishes,  there  have 
been  cottages  built,  greatly,  I  think,  to  the  detriment  of  the  parish,  and  no 
advantage  to  the  people  that  came  there. 

7292*.  Of  course,  in  that  parish  which  has  the  greatest  number  of  cottages, 
there  must  be,  in  all  probability,  the  greatest  number  of  irremovable  poor  ? — In 
parishes  in  which  cottages  have  oeen  built  in  the  manner  I  have  mentioned,  there 
would  probably  be  the  greatest  unmbef  of  unsettled  poor. 

The  Rev.  Giles  Daubeny,  called  in  ;  and  Examined^ 

7293.  Chairman.']    WHERE   Ao  you   reside? — At  Lidyard  Trpgoz,   in   the  Rev.  G. i7ati5eny. 
Wotton  Basset  and  Cricklade  Union.  

7294.  You  are  chairman  of  the  Board  of  Guardians  ?— Yes. 

7295.  And  rector  ?— Yes. 

7296.  For  how  many  years  have  you  been  diairman  ?— I  was  a  guardian  in  the 
year  1834  ;  I  became  chairman  at  the  end  of  the  year  1835,  and  I  have  been  so 
ever  since. 

7297.  Is  your  union  called  the  Wotton  Basset  and  Cricklade  Union  ? — Yes ; 
there  are  in  it  1 4  parishes* 

7298.  Mr.  Knight.']  You  were  a  poor  law  reformer  before  the  new  Poor  Law 
Amendment  Act  was  passed  ? — I  took  great  interest  in  parochial  matters,  and  when 
I  first  came  to  my  own  parish,  I  found  that  the  rates  were  very  h»vy  indeed ; 
6  5.  6  rf,  in  the  pound ;  there  was  one  item,  the  payment  for  cottage  rents, 
amounting  to  311  /.;  and  I  recollect  in  one  winter,  the  winter  of  1 833,  thew  w^ere 
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ilcv.  O.Daubeny.  34  able-bodied  men  who  used  to  go  to  the  overseer  every  Monday  morning,  and 

^^ ask    for   work ;    there    was   none   to  give  them,  they   would  then  be  enjoying 

27  July  i860,  themselves  during  the  whole  of  the  week,  and  on  Saturday  they  would  come  to 
receive  3  $.  6  d.  in  the  shape  of  rehef,  although  a  respectable  labourer  would  have 
been  working  during  those  seven  days,  at  about  7  5.  a  week.  To  conquer  that,  I 
got  a  farmer  to  draw  me  a  large  quantity  of  stones  from  Swindon ;  I  made  these 
men  break  those  stones,  antl  sift  them,  and  I  paid  them  so  much  a  bushel ;  at  the 
end  of  the  first  week  20  men  went  away,  and  at  the  end  of  the  second  I  had  not  a 
single  man  left. 

7299.  I  believe  you  have  also  introduced  largely  the  allotment  system? — Yes; 
I  found,  as  rector  in  the  parish,  that  my  income  was  considerably  eaten  into;  and 
upon  looking  into  the  accounts,  I  found  this  item  of  31 1  /.  for  the  rents  of  cottages; 
from  the  kindness  of  my  landlords,  who  allowed  me  to  sever  certain  portions  from 
their  respective  farms,  according  to  the  local  poor,  we  gave  them  80  lug.  I 
told  them,  the  poor,  they  might  receive  in  lieu  of  this  rent  half  an  acre  of  land 
let  at  1  Z.,  and  every  single  expense  paid  for  them,  but  that  they  should  no 
longer  have  their  cottages  and  the  renis  paid.  Of  course  it  made  a  great  stir 
in  the  parish,  hut  I  was  firm  in  the  matter ;  and  I  am  glad  to  say  that,  very  soon 
afterwards,  and  continuously,  my  poor  said,  You  did  the  best  thing  you  ever  did 
in  your  lite ;  instead  of  receiving  about  1  s.  a  week,  paid  for  our  cottage  rents, 
now  by  our  own  exertions  we  earn  about  6  /.  a  year. 

7300.  What  has  been  the  general  result  of  that  management  in  your  district  in 
Wiltshire  ;  it  was  one  of  the  most  pauperised  districts;  has  it  been  advantageous? 
— Yes,  I  am  a  great  advocate  for  the  new  poor  law. 

7301.  What  is  the  condition  of  the  poor  man  ;  are  their  wages  low,  or  are  the 
wages  improved  ?— They  are  much  higher. 

7302.  Have  you  often  ablebodied  n^en  out  of  employment? — Never. 

7303.  Sir  W.  MilesJ]  You  stated  that  your  rates  belbre  your  residence  in  the 
parish  were  Gs.  6rf.  in  the  pound,  ivhat  have  they  decreased  to  now? — In  the  last 
two  years  they  have  been  1  ^.  3  rf.  in  the  pound. 

7304.  Mr.  Knight.~\  What  is  the  difference  between  the  wages  of  the  labouring 
men  when  you  tir^^t  went  ihere  and  the  present  timer — They  were  75.  I 
am  chiefly  in  a  dairy  country,  and  consequently  the  majority  of  the  poor  are 
obliged  to  milk  on  Sundays ;  and  their  wages  now,  barring  hay-making  time,  when 
they  receive  n)ore,  are  10^.  a  week,  not  lor  Sunday's  work  ;  their  cottages  found 
them,  and  two  quarts  of  beer  per  day. 

7305.  The  subject  which  this  Committee  is  considering  is  the  Irremovable  Poor 
Act,  which  expires  next  year;  do  you  think  that  that  has  worked  well  in  your 
district? — I  think  at  lirst  it  was  not  received  very  well,  because  it  threw  a  certaia 
onus  from  the  larger  parishes  on  to  the  smaller  ones,  but  I  hear  no  complaints 
now. 

7306.  Many  witnesses  have  proposed  10  raise  a  considerable  portion  of  the 
funds  for  the  relief  of  tlie  poor  by  a  rate  levied  equally  on  the  whole  districts 
would  that,  in  your  opinion,  be  advantageous  or  not  ? — It  would  be  very  unjust, 
I  think. 

7307.  Sir  JV.  Miles.']  For  what  reason  ? — If  you  put  it  over  the  union  at  large, 
you  would  lose  that  necessary  supervision  of  each  particular  guardian  over  tiis 
own  parish ;  what  is  the  interest  of  many  is  seldom  well  done,  and  a  man  looks 
after  his  own  business  first. 

7308.  Mr.  Knight.]  Do  you  think  that  if  the  charge  had  been  a  general  union 
rating  the  same  advantages  would  have  been  derived  ? — No. 

7309.  I  believe  you  have  given  very  great  and  constant  attention  for  many 
years  10  the  question  ;  should  you  have  entered  quite  so  fully  into  it  if  the  charge 
bad  not  been  upon  the  parish  of  which  you  had  the  cure  ? — Of  course,  I  was 
anxious  to  carry  out  the  new  Poor  Law ;  I  found  that  the  new  Poor  Law  would 
operate  to  lessen  the  rales,  and  of  course  I  gave  all  my  interest  and  attention  ta 
my  own  particular  parish  tor  the  purpose  of  lessening  those  rates,  and  that  was  one 
great  benefit  to  the  parish. 

7310.  Do  you  think  that  the  guardians  generally  would  take  the  same  pains 
if  they  had  not  an  individual  interest  in  a  certain  portion  of  the  poor  that  they  do 
now?— No;  I  think  not. 

7311.  Suppose  there  was  a  general  union  rate,  do  you  think  that  you  could 
secure  the  same  attendance  of  persons  at  the  Board  ? — I  think  not. 

7312.  Mr .  Barrow.']  Omitting  all  reference  to  a  general  union  rate,  do  jou 
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believe  that  the  charging  the  irremovable  poor  only  upon  the  averages,  is  a  just    ^^*  Q.Daubmy. 

and  fair  mode  of  charging  them ;  you  are  aware  that  the  irremovable  poor,  at 

present,  are  charged  upon  the  union,  but  they  are  charged  in  each  parish  accord-      *7  ^^^  ^^^' 
ing  to  the  averages  ? — Yes, 

7313-  Not  according  to  the  value  of  the  property ;  do  you  think  that  that  is  a 
fair  mode  of  charging  the  irremovable  poor  ? — Yes,  I  do. 

7314.  Do  you  think  it  is  a  fair  mode  of  dividing  union  charges,  that  they 
should  be  charged  according  to  the  old  averages,  and  that  parishes  should  pay, 
not  according  to  their  value  in  a  union,  but  according  to  the  averages  ? — I  think 
that  they  ought  to  pay  according  to  the  averages. 

73^5;  Sir  IV.  Miles.']  The  averages  being  upon  the  pauperism,  as  it  existed  in 
the  parish  at  the  particular  time  when  they  were  taken  ?— Yes. 

7316.  Mr.  Barrow.']  You  cause  a  heavily  charged  parish  to  pay  heavily,  and 
a  very  lighily  charged  parish  to  pay  nothing,  or  next  to  nothing  ? — Yes ;  but  you 
forjfet  that  perhaps  that  heavily  charged  parish  might  have  brought  its  charge  upon 
itself,  from  not  lookinjj  after  its  own  affairs. 

7317.  It  has  not  brought  the  charge  of  the  irremovable  poor  upon  itself? — No. 

73 1 8.  Chairman.]  I  understand  you  to  attach  very  great  importance  to  the 
motives  of  interest  which  operate  in  a  parish  towards  a  reduction  of  the  rates  ? — 
Yes,  certainly ;  it  is  a  great  stimulus. 

7319.  When  you  first  came  to  your  parish,  who  were  the  persons  who  managed 
the  poor  ? — The  overseers. 

7320.  The  system  was  bad  then?— Yes. 

7321.  But  it  was  carried  on  with  the  sanction  of  the  occupiers,  was  it  not? 
— Yes. 

7322.  It  Has  an  economical  mode  of  managing  the  poor,  in  their  opinion? — 
Yes  ;  in  their  opinion. 

7323-  And  that  parish  had  always  been  managed  in  that  way  according  to  the 
best  of  the  judgment  of  the  occupiers  in  the  parish  ? — Yes. 

7324.  And  that  was  the  condition  in  which  you  found  it? — Yes. 

7325.  If  you  had  not  gone  there,  I  suppose  that  system  would  have  continued  ? 
Three  years  after  that  the  new  Poor  Law  Act  was  passed. 

7326.  It  was  owing  to  accident  that  you  went  there,  and  that  the  system  was 
improved  ? — Yes. 

7327.  The  Poor  Law  Act  wjis  enacted  shortly  afterwards,  which  seemed  to 
adopt  a  more  intelligible,  or  a  more  intelligent  principle  of  management,  and 
since  that  tin)e  the  poor  have  been  better  paid,  and  the  parish  has  been  better 
managed  ? — Yes ;  decidedly,  the  poor  have  been  better  paid,  and  the  parish  has 
been  better  managed. 

7328.  And  that  has  resulted  probably  from  relieving  those  occupiers  of 
the  exercise  of  their  judgment  in  the  management  of  the  poor? — No;  a  very 
different  class  of  men  now  manage  the  parochial  business ;  the  overseer  of  the 
poor  in  those  days  was  intimidated,  and  forced  to  act  according  to  tlie  large 
nuniber  of  poor  who  were  out  of  employment,  and  to  find  the  best  means  he  could 
of  keeping  those  men. 

7329.  He  was,  under  the  circumstances,  not  able  to  act  quite  independently  ? 
— Decidedly  not. 

7330.  You  alluded  to  something  like  fear  and  intimidation  ? — Yes. 

7331.  That  was  the  case  in  many  instances,  was  it  not  ?-^ Yes,  decidedly. 

7332.  Therefore  you  could  not  rely  altogether  upon  local  management  f — 
No ;  it  was  soon  after  the  riots  of  1 H29  that  I  came  there,  and  there  was  still  some 
dissatisfaction  in  the  parish. 

7333.  Do  you  ascribe  those  previous  riots  to  the  condition  of  the  poor  ? — Yes, 
from  their  ignorance  of  what  might  be  beneficial  to  them  ;  it  arose  from  the 
machinery  which  was  then  introduced,  and  they  were  particularly  annoyed  at 
thrashing  machines  being  introduced,  as  they  thought  it  would  be  the  means  of 
taking  away  their  labour,  and  they  rose  in  order  to  break  the  machinery. 

7334.  Do  you  find  that  time  has  improved  them  generally,  whereas  they  were 
then  highly  demoralised  ? — Yes,  they  are  very  much  improved  now  compared 
with  what  they  were  then. 

7335.  Do  ;ou  not  think  that  a  better  administration  of  the  poor  law  has  had 
something  to  do  with  their  improvement? — A  good  deal. 

7336.  You  would  expect  that  if  the  old  system  were  to  be  again  reverted  to, 
as  you  found  it,  all  the  other  circumstances  would  follow  r — I  should  be  sorry  to 
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Rev.  G.  DflwJemy.  s«  the  poor  law  put  an  end  to ;  I  think  it  is  a  very  wholesome  one,  and  also  the 
— — —       supervision  that  is  carried  on  under  the  present  system  by  the  guardians. 
«7  July  i«o-  7337.  Your  reliance  is  rather  in  that  supervision  than  in  local  maoagement  by 

the  guardians  ? — I  am  very  glad  that  there  is  an  appeal. 

7338.  Although  they  may  have  the  best  intention  and  the  strongest  interest  to 
keep  down  the  rates,  and  manage  the  poor  well,  yet  that  has  not  been  the  result 
in  your  experience  of  that  system  when  left  to  act  alone  ? — Certainly  not 

7339.  Mr.  Sotheron  Estcourt.]  Do  you  think  that  if  the  charge  for  the  relief 
of  the  poor  were  made  a  union  and  not  a  parochial  charge,  there  would  be  the 
same  attendance  at  the  Board  of  Guardians  of  persons  of  the  first  rank  ? — I  think 
not ;  I  think  that  the  whole  business  would  be  transacted  by  the  chairman  and 
clerk.  I  think  that  very  few  would  attend  ;  they  would  say  it  is  not  to  my 
interest;  I  did  the  best  I  could  before,  but  no^-  that  it  is  all  distributed  over  a 
larger  area,  1  have  not  the  same  interest. 

7340.  That  being  only  a  collateral  cfuestion^  still  are  yon  of  opinion  that  it  is 
of  any  great  importance  to  interest  the  principal  people  in  every  pari^ih  to  take  a 
part  in  the  administration  of  the  poor  iatw  ? — ^Certainly. 

7341.  Do  you  attribute  the  local  impixxvement,  w-hich  I  ktmw  to  have  been 
Reeled  ivk  your  union,  a  good  deal  to  the  ^oeral  ^oocurxenoe  of  the  principal  ia- 
habitants  in  that  union  ? — Certainly. 

7342.  Chairman.]  Concurrence  in  whatf— -In  the  gonerail  interests  of  each  par- 
ticular parish. 

7343.  Do  you  mean  a  general  concurrence  m  an  amprored  syateoi  of  oMinagiflg 
(be  poor? — Yes;  conjoined  with  benefit  societies  and  the  allotmeat  system. 

7344.  Do  you  not  think  that  the  present  holders  of  property  in  a  union  would 
feel  a  stfonger  interest  than  they  do  in  such  aatteos  if  they  hftd  union  rating?— I 
think  not. 

7345.  Their  property  would  be  their  own  still,  and  their  liahililies  for  the  poor 
might  be  heav-y;  would  they  iKrt  look  after  then),  <lo  you  Ihink? — It  would  be 
impossible  for  large  proprietors  to  look  after  their  property,  hiiving  many  pro- 
perties elsewhere. 

7346.  Would  they  not  look  after  the  persons  who  were  to  adminiBter  the  law, 
perhaps  a  little  sharper  than  they  do  now  ? — ^At  present  I  see  great  deficiency  in 
that  reb[>ect  in  the  persons  who  are  sent  to  look  after  large  properties. 

7347.  Is  the  attendance  of  the  guardians  regular? — Very  &ir. 

I  7348.  Do  you  not  think  that  they  might  sometimes  choose  better  guardians  and 

mote  intelligent  men? — The  guardians  are  taken,  generally,  from  the  head  farmers 
of  each  parish. 

7349.  Are  there  many  ex  officio  guardians  in  your  union? — There  are  six. 

7350.  Do  they  ever  attend  ? — One  attends  constantly,  and  I  hare  seen  two 
•others  there,  besides  myself. 

7351-  Do  you  not  think  that  that  class  of  persons  would  attend  more  regularly 
if  there  was  union  rating  and  union  administration  ? — No;  I  think  it  is  a  great  p^ 
that  they  do  not  attend  more. 

7352.  Does  the  one  guardian  to  whom  you  have  alluded  attend  to  anything 
but  the  poor  of  "his  own  parish  when  at  the  Board  ■? — Certainly ;  but  each  guardian 
looks  more  sharply  after  his  own  parish  than  he  would  after  the  whole  coUective 
poor  of  the  union. 

7353.  And  he  attends  probably  when  a  case  comes  from  bisparsh,  particularly 
on  that  day  ? — Yes,  generally  on  that  day,  and  if  he  does  not. he  sends  somefixcuse, 
having  told  the  relieving  officer  what  the  particular  circumstances  of  the  case  aie. 

7354.  When  there  is  an  appointment  of  any  officer  to  he  made,  the  guardians 
attend,  do  they  not  ? — Decidedly  they  do,  rrfther  too  much. 

7355.  With  regard  to  any  information  that  they  have  about  paupers,  is  it  not 
from  the  relieving  officer  that  they  get  it  ? — No,  I  never  allow  that. 

7356.  Is  not  the  relieving  officer  the  person  most  likdy  to  know  about  the 
poor? — He  ought  to  do,  it  is  his  business  ;  but  having  so  many  parishes  toattead 
to  it  IS  hardly  possible ;  for  instance,  we  have  only  two  relieving  officers  in  an  area 
of  47,000  acres. 

7^57.  But  they  are  paid  ;  they  have  nothing  else  to  do  r — No. 
7358.  Is  it  not  really  the  relieving  officer  upon  whom  you  rely  ? — I  make  a 
point  always  of  appealing  to  the  guardian  present 

735^.  Does  he  know  more  than  the  relieving  officer  ? — He  ought  to  do. 

7*160.  Does  he? — I  think  he  does. 

7361- Who 
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7361.  Who  is  the  intelligent  man  who  has  made  the  inquiry,  and  obtained  lUr^  Qi  Daubem^. 

the  information,  the  guardian  or  the  relieving  oflScer? — The  relieving  officer  is      . 

bound  to  look  into  each  particular  case ;  our   board  day  is  on  Friday,  and  we      27  J«ly  1860. 
always  tell  onr  paupers  to  send  their  case  in  before  Wednesday,  in  order  that  the 

relieving  officer  may  have  an  opportunity  of  visiting  and  inquiring  into  that  par- 
ticular case ;  but  now  and  then,  perhaps,  a  case  happens  on  a  Thursday,  and 
therefore  I  turn  round  to  the  guardian,  and  say :  **  Do  you  know  anything  about 
this  case?"     "Yes,  sir/* 

7362.  That  is,  whether  he  does  know  anything  about  it  or  not  ? — Our  parishes 
are  not  so  large,  but  I  think  that  every  guardian  not  only  does,  but  that  he 
make»  it  his  business  to  know. 

7363.  Is  it  the  practice  there  to  employ  the  poor  because  they  want  them,  or 
do  persons  in  the  parish  give  them  employment  without  any  reference  to  their 
own  want  of  labour,  in  order  to  keep  them  off  the  parish  ? — I  am  happy  to  say 
that  we  have  plenty  of  work  in  our  parish,  and  no  superabundant  poor. 

7364.  There  has  been  a  great  change  in  your  district? — ^Yes ;  a  wonderful  change. 

7365.  You  have  not  suffered  much  from  Wootton  Basset  being  disfranchised  ? 
— The  parish  of  Wootton  Basset-  has  been  constantly  suffering  from  having  been 
formerly  what  they  called  a  rotten  borough, 

7366.  It  has  not  recovered  yet? — ^No,  decidedly  it  has  not;  and  I  think  they 
would  be  anxious  to  throw  many  of  their  present  poor  who  are  chargeable  upon 
them  upon  the  union  at  large,  if  the  area  was  enlarged. 

7367.  They  are  in  your  union  ? — Yes  ;  of  course  a  great  many  of  them  are 
dyinn  off ;  but  still  their  children  remain. 

'  7368.  Sir  W.  Miles.']  What,  in  your  opinion,  would  be  the  effect,  upon. the 
whole,  if  you  changed  the  parochial  system,,  and  substituted  a  union  system  ? — 
I  think  that  the  poor  would  be  losers  ? 

7369.  You  think  that  under  the  parochial  system  kindness  is  shown  to 
persons  settietl  in  a  pariah  that  would  not  be  shown  to  them,  if  it  were 
thrown  open  ? — Decidedly ;  why  have  the  landlords  given  me  an  opportunity 
of  setting  the  allotment  system  on  foot ;  why  do  I  go  round  all  my  cottages, 
and  say,  "  Tom,  do  you  belong  to  a  friendly  society?'*  and  if  he  says  "  No," 
I  inquire  "  Why  not  r"  If  a  man  comes  before  the  Board,  we  always  say  ^'  Do 
you  belong  to  a  club?"  *'No,  sir,"  **  How  long  have  you  been  out  of  employ- 
ment?" "A  fortnight;"  he  may  have  been  ill ;  he  must  then  do  as  well  as  he  can 
for  another  fortnight ;  but  if  he  belongs  to  a  club,  we  directly  say  to  the  relieving 
ofBcer,  "  What  number  of  children  has  this  man  ?"  perhaps  he  says  six,  and,  if 
he  is  ill,  we  have  a  medical  certificate,  and  give  a  gallon  of  bread  for  each  cliUd, 
and  so  relief  is  extended  to  him. 

7370.  But  a  benefit  society  is  not  applicable  solely  to  a  parish,  but  also  to  a 
large  area  ? — ^Yes. 

7371.  As  far  as  benefit  societies  go,  he  would  be  in  no  way  detrimented 
whether  it  were  union  rating  or  parochial  rating  ? — No ;  we  have  a  very  large 
society  called  the  Victoria  Society,  which  is  as  large  as  the  whole  union. 

7372.  Chairman.]  I  understood  you  to  say  that  the  parochial  system  existed 
before  you  becanie  rector,  but  that  it  did  not  operate  apparently  in  favour  of  the 
poor.  If  the  old  system  had  worked  as  well  as  the  present  system  does,  there 
would  have  been  no  necessity  for  a  new  poor  law  ? — I  think  that  I  may  take 
nearly  the  whole  14  parishes  in  my  district^  and  say  that  they  are  improved. 

7373.  But  that  does  not  result  from  the  parochial  system,  does  it? — It  results 
from  the  care  that  each  individual  landlord  and  the  occupiers  in  those  parishes 
give  to  their  respective  parishes. 

7374.  At  the  present  time? — Yes. 

7375.  Wl)y  did  they  not  do  that  formerly  ? — ^They  had  not  been  hit  so  severely ; 
we  know  that  it  is  so ;  there  was  no  allotment  system  before  the  new  poor  law, 
and  very  few  friendly  societies. 

7376.  Mr.  Sotheron  Estcourt]  Are  the  Committee  to  understand  that  you  are 
suggesting  the  putting  an  end  entirely  to  the  poor  law  system,  and  a  recurrence 
to  the  old  parochial  system  ? — No. 

7377.  Are  they  to  understand  you  that,  in  any  alteration  that  is  to  be  made, 
you  would  rather  adhere  to  the  parochial  system  as  to  settlement,  and  with 
regard  to  cbargeability,  than  extend  it  to  a  union? — I  woidd  rather  depend  upon 
the  parochial  system  as  to  settlement. 

7378.  When  it  is  suggested  that  great  abuses  took  place  under  the  old  paro- 
0.95*  3  I  2  chial 


Digitized  by 


Google 


436  MINUTES  OF  EVIDENCE  TAKEN  BEFORE  THE 

E«T.  G.  Dfltdfuy.   chial  system,  and  they  now  no  longer  exist,  do  you  not  attribute  that  amendment 
to  the  operation  of  the  improved  system  under  the  poor  law  ? — Decidedly. 
%1  July  i860.  ygyg^  sj^  ^  Miles.]  The  parochial  system  being  still  as  much  in  existence  as 

it  was  previously  to  the  passing  of  the  Poor  Law  Act? — Yes,  quite;  and  much 
more  clearly  brought  into  action. 

7380.  Chairman.']  You  do  not  depend  so  much  upon  the  judgment  of  indivi- 
duals as  you  used  to  do ;  you  have  some  supervision,  and  some  general  rules  to 
act  upon  now  ? — The  general  rules  are  more  beneficial  for  a  parish  than  over  the 
whole  of  the  union. 

7381.  It  is  upon  the  rules  under  which  the  relief  is  administered,  and  the  super- 
vision, that  you  chiefly  rely  for  a  continuance  of  the  improved  system;  or  what 
do  you  rely  upon  ? — I  admire  the  parochial  system  now,  which  is  the  system  of 
the  poor  law;  and  I  think  if  you  were  to  distribute  it  over  ajwider  area,  you 
would  not  have  that  supervision  that  you  have  now,  because  you  have  not  only 
the  benefit  of  the  poor  law,  but  you  have  the  advantages  resulting  from  the 
supervision  of  each  proprietor,  and  each  occupier  in  a  parish  attending  to  hb 
own  particular  interests  ;  he  says  to  himself)  ^^  That  is  my  interest  particularly,  and 
therefore  I  attend  to  it;  if  it  is  distributed  over  a  wider  area,  it  would  not  be  so 
much  to  me,  and  I  should  not  attend  the  Board  half  so  much.** 

7382.  Mr.  Knight.']  Would  the  rates  rise  or  fall  under  such  a  system  ?— They 
would  rise. 

7383.  We  have  had  an  extension,  partially  ot  wholly,  of  the  area  of  rating 
argued  here  for  several  months,  and  the  first  argument  used  has  been,  that  cot- 
tages have  been  pulled  down,  and  persons  driven  out  of  certain  parishes,  to  the 
great  detriment  of  other  parishes  ;  and  the  second  argument  has  been,  that  it  is 
unfair  that  one  parish  should  pay  more  than  another,  and  that  absolute  inequality 
is  unfairness ;  have  you  any  knowledge  of  parishes  where  cottages  have  been 
pulled  down,  and  the  poor  have  been  driven  out  ? — Certainly  not ;  my  experience 
goes  to  my  own  parish,  and  the  whole  district.  1  can  answer  for  a  number  of 
cottages  being  built  in  my  own  parish  by  Lord  Clarendon  ;  a  certain  number  by 
the  Charter  House,  and  five  within  the  last  year  by  Pembroke  College ;  and  I 
know  that  it  is  Lord  Bolingbroke's  intention  to  pull  down  various  old  cottages,  and 
to  build  up  new  ones. 

7384.  Is  that  with  a  view  to  profit  by  the  rents  of  those  cottages,  as  interest 
upon  the  money  laid  out  ? — Not  profit  at  all. 

7385.  Then  what  is  the  object  of  the  proprietors  particularly ;  you  have  men- 
tioned several  corporate  bodies  5  what  is  their  object  in  building  cottages  ? — For 
the  better  location  of  the  present  poor,  it  being  necessary  that  they  should  have 
poor  located  in  their  particular  parislies  to  carry  on  the  work  on  their  farms ; 
and  it  is  far  better,  in  short,  to  have  your  poor  located  in  your  own  parish,  near 
the  particular  farm  upon  which  a  man  works,  to  which  he  may  come  at  five  or 
six  o'clock  in  the  morning,  as  a  fresh  man,  instead  of  having  to  walk  perhaps 
three  miles  from  a  neighbouring  parish,  and  return  to  it,  walking  the  same 
distance  of  three  miles  in  the  evening,  by  which  he  must  either  rob  his  master  of 
time  or  himself  of  strength. 

7386.  You  suppose  that  they  rely  upon  the  generally  improved  state  of  pro- 

ferty  for  a  repayment  of  the  outlay  in  building  these  cottages  r — Nothing  more; 
think  I  may  say  certainly  that  the  cottages  in  my  parish  never  pay  more  than 
1  ^.  a  week,  or  3  /.  a  year  at  the  utmost,  and  if  it  is  3  /.,  the  occupier  generally 
has  a  considerable  garden  of  15  or  20  lug. 

7387.  What  would  be  the  eflfect,  in  your  parish,  if  the  proprietors  had  acted 
otherwise,  supposing  that  they  had  pulled  down  all  the  cottages,  and  employed 
none  but  persons  who  lived  two  or  three  miles  off?— I  think  that  my  own  parish 
would  be  considerably  deteriorated,  and  the  parishes  from  which  those  poor  came 
would  be  considerably  benefited.  It  is  like  a  man  growing  straw  or  hay,  and 
allowing  that  hay  or  straw  to  be  consumed  off  his  particular  farm  for  the  benefit 
of  another,  and  not  giving  himself  the  trouble  to  return  that  back  to  the  land, 
which  he  ought  to  return. 

7388.  Chairman.]  Who  supports  these  people  in  their  old  age ;  the  places  where 
they  live  ? — Of  course. 

7389.  They  become  chargeable  where  they  dwell  ? — Yes. 

7390.  And  the  places  which  have  the  benefit  of  their  labour  get  relieved  from 
the  burden  of  their  maintenance  ? — Yes ;  and  I  think  that  where  a  person  works, 
and  is  employed  for  a  considerable  time  in  a  particular  place,  if  that  man  becomes 

chargeable. 


Digitized  by 


Google 


SELECT  COMMITTEE  ON  IRREMOVABLE  POOR.  437 

chargeable,  it  is  quite  right  that  the  particular  parish  which  has  had  the  benefit  Rcr.  G.  DaubeMf^ 
of  bis  bone  and  sinew  should  be  charged  with  his  maintenance.  — — 

7391.  If  he  works  where  there  is  no  cottage,  and  lives  in  another  parish,  as  far      ^7  July  i86o* 
as  I  understand  it,  that  parish  would  have  the  benefit  of  his  wages  being  spent 

there  ? — I  have  no  case  in  point. 

7392.  Have  you  no  close  parishes  ? — There  is  one  parish  belonging  to  Sir 
Robert  Buxton  ;  but  I  do  not  consider  that  the  poor  can  possibly  be  better  cared 
for  than  they  are  there  ;  cottages  being  built  for  them,  and  the  allotment  system 
being  carried  out ;  they  have  no  paupers,  but  they  pay  largely  to  the  establish- 
ment charges,  much  to  their  detriment. 

7393-  Why  do  ihey  pay  to  the  establishment  charges  if  they  have  no  paupers  ? 
— They  must  pay  for  the  master  of  the  worichouse. 

7394.  But  ihey  do  not  pay  to  the  common  fund  if  they  have  no  paupers  ? — 
When  1  sav  none,  I  mean  but  a  very  small  number  of  poor. 

7395  They  pay  but  a  small  proportion  with  reference  to  the  value  of  the  pro- 
perty r — Yes. 

7396.  Mr.  Barrow.']  Have  you  any  heavy  charge  in  your  parish  on  account  of 
the  irremovable  poor ;  or  do  the  irremovable  poor  form  any  considerable  propor- 
tion of  the  charge  in  your  union  ? — It  is  rather  small ;  I  can  give  you  for  several 
years  the  exact  proportions.  In  1856  it  was  32  /.  for  in-door  relief,  and  411/. 
for  out-door  relief;  in  1857,  33/.  in-door  relief,  and  395/.  out-door;  in  1858, 
1 8 /.  in-door,  and  333 /.  outdoor;  in  1859,  23/.  in-door,  and  316/.  out-door; 
in  i860,  24/.  in-door,  and  315/.  out-door.  For  those  five  years,  130/.  for  in- 
door, and  1,770/.  for  out-door. 

7397.  What  was  the  proportion  for  the  settled  poor  during  that  period  ? — For 
the  settled  poor  3,058/.  in-door,  and  17,800  L  for  out-door. 

7398.  In  those  five  years  it  was  about  20,000  /.  for  the  settled  poor,  and  some- 
thing under  2,000/.  for  the  irremovable  poor? — For  the  settled  poor,  in-door 
and  oui-door,  the  sums  were  3,058  /.  and  17,800/. 

7399.  Chairfnan.']  Will  you  state  to  the  Committee  the  amount  for  the  irre- 
movable poor? — For  the  irremovable  poor,  in  those  five  years,  it  was  130/. 
in-door  and  1,770/.  out-door,  a  comparatively  small  proportion. 

7400.  Mr.  Barrow.]  So  that  there  has  been  a  very  small  charge  for  the  irremov- 
able poor  in  your  union  ? — Yes. 

:  7401.  Consequently,  I  take  it  for  granted  that  ihere  is  very  little  discussion  as 
to  the  mode  in  which  it  should  be  charged  ? — We  have  very  few  removals  in  our 
district. 

7402.  I  mean  that  there  has  been  very  little  discussion  as  to  how  the  amount 
should  be  assessed  upon  the  different  parishes  r — Yes. 

7403.  The  common  charjzes  are  assessed  according  to  the  averages,  and  not 
according  to  the  value  of  the  property  in  the  parislies,  and  you  state  it  as  your 
opinion  that  that  system  should  continue  ? — Yes. 

7404.  The  Legislature  having  made  the  irremovable  poor  a  charge  upon  the 
union,  and  not  upon  the  parish,  do  you  still  think  that  the  charge  upon  the 
union  should  be  regulated  in  any  other  way  than  by  the  real  value  in  the  different 
parishes  ? — I  do, 

7405.  Then  taking  that  to  be  your  opinion,  do  you  think  that  the  Irremovable 
Poor  Act  ought  to  continue  at  all,  or  do  you  agree  with  the  other  witness  who 
has  been  examined,  that  the  irremovable  poor  should  be  chargeable  entirely  to 
the  parish  in  which  they  live  ? — As  I  have  shown,  the  charge  for  the  irremovable 
poor  in  my  own  district  is  not  very  large,  but  still,  small  as  the  sum  may  l>e,  I 
think  it  would  be  unfair  to  charge  it,  except  upon  the  whole  union. 

7406.  Then,  assuming  that  in  many  unions  the  irremovable  poor  consist  of 
persons  living  in  one  parish  and  working  in  another,  you  would  still  think  it  fair 
that  the  parish  in  which  they  sleep  should  pay  the  cost  of  their  pauperism,  and 
not  the  parish  in  which  they  work  ? — Yes,  and  I  will  tell  you  why,  because  they 
come,  I  will  say  into  my  parish,  and  earn  their  weekly  wages,  and  they  go  home 
on  the  Saturday  night,  and  give  the  benefit  to  the  larger  parish  of  all  the  money 
they  have  gained  in  mine. 

7407.  Assuming,  therefore,  that  the  labour  which  they  have  bestowed  ujionr 
the  parish  which  does  not  contribute  to  their  pauperism,  is  worth  nothing  to  that 
parish  ? — Yes,  but  then  see  how  that  parish  has  deteriorated  by  the  money  they 
have  earned  in  that  parish  being  taken  away.  In  my  own  parish,  there  are 
several  shops,  and  whatever  money  is  gained  in  my  parish  is  spent  there,  but  if 
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Rev.  G.  Vauheny.  it  was  taken  to  a  larger  neiglibouriog  parish,   my  own   parish  would  be  con- 

siderably  injured. 

27  July  i860.  7408.  Chairman.']  Although  you  would  be  relieved  from  supporting  thetn  in 

their  poverty  and  old  age,  they  have  given  the  value  of  their  labour  to  the  pro- 
perty, but  that  property  escapes  the  burthen  of  them  when  you  have  done  with 
them  ? — Yes  ;  but  the  parish  has  lost  the  benefit  of  their  earnings. 

7409.  Sir  IV.  Miles.]  The  labour's  worth  has  gone  elsewhere  ? — Yes. 

7410.  Chairman.']  Bnt  they  get  the  labour's  worth  in  their  wages  r —Yes ;  but 
they  spend  it  in  the  larger  town. 

741 1.  Mr.  Barrow.]  The  5  or  10  per  cent,  that  the  shopkeepers  have  made, 
as  profit  upon  the  expenditure  of  those  wages,  compensates,  you  think,  for  their 
pauperism  ? — I  should  not  change  the  present  system,  decidedly. 

741 2«  Sir  W.  Miles.']  You  are  quite  satisfied  as  to  the  result,  as  betweena  large 
parish  and  a  small  parish  ? — Decidedly. 


Rev-  F.  Btetoard. 


The  Reverend  Frank  Steward^  called  in ;  and  Examined.' 

7413.  Chairman.]  OF  what  union  are  you  Chairman  ? — Of  theBo&mere  and 
Claydon  Union  in  Suflfolk. 

7414.  Have  you  been  so  for  many  years  ? —  Yes 

7415.  Mr.  Tollemaehe.]  You  are  rector  of  Barking,  in  SuflFolk  and,  besides 
being  one  of  the  county  magistrates,  you  are  chairman  of  the  Bosmere  and 
Claydon  Union? — Yes. 

7416.  What  is  the  nature  of  that  district;  is  it  agricultural? — ^Y^s;  nearly 
entirely  so. 

741 7.  Has  the  working  of  the  law  of  irremovability  come  under  your  observa- 
tion ? — Yes  ;  to  a  considerable  extent. 

7418.  How  do  you  think  that  law  works  in  your  union  as  ta  the  common 
fund  ?— Beneficially  for  the  poor,  and  fairly  for  the  ratepayers. 

7419.  You  think  that  the  law  of  irremovability  has  worked  fairly  throughout 
your  union  ? — Yes. 

7420.  Do  you  think  that  the  way  in  which  the  common  fund  is  raised,  works 
fairly  throughout  your  union? — I  do  not. 

7421.  Can  you  bring  forward  instances  in  which  it  has  not  worked  fairly?— 
Yes,  two  or  three  parishes  in  the  hundred  have  very  nearly  slipped  out  of  the 
averages  altogether ;  they  are  Badley,  Creeting  St.  Olave,  and  Darmsden ;  and 
others  have  considerably  decreased  their  averages. 

7422.  Which  are  the  parishes  which  make  out  your  case  ? — 1  will  take  Greet- 
ing St.  Olave  as  slipping  down  from  37/.  to  1  ^ 

7423.  What  other  parishes  are  there  ? — The  parish  of  Darmsden,  which  has 
slipped  down  from  20  /.  .to  6  /.  The  next  is  Badley,  which  has  slipped  down 
from  112/.  to  59  /. 

7424.  Mr.  Knight.]  Do  you  suppose  that  those  parishes  paid  a  great  deal 
less  than  they  do,  for  the  support  of  the  poor,  when  tliis  law  was  first  passed  ?— 
Certainly,  to  the  support  of  the  irremovable. 

7425.  Mr.  Tollemaehe.]  Have  you  any  cases  in  yourunion  in  which  one  parish 
obtains  its  labour  from  an  adjoining  parish  ?— Yes,  to  a  great  extent,  in  two 
instances. 

7426.  And  is  that  adjoining  parish  heavily  rated  ?— The  adjoining  parish  is 
heavily  rated. 

7427.  Is  the  parish  in  which  the  labourers  live  heavily  rated  ? — ^Yes. 

7428.  Mr.  Knight.]  Will  you  be  good,  enough  to  name  those  parishes?— 
Debenham,  which  is  heavily  rated  ;  and  Needham  Market,  which  is  heavily 
rated. 

7429.  You  imagine  that  tliose  parishes  are  a  great  deal  oppressed  by  poor- 
rates  ? — Yes. 

7430.  By  maintaining  the  poor  of  which  parishes  ? — Needham  by  Badley, 
the  Greetings,  Darmsden,  and  others  surrounding  it;  the  majority  of  the  labours 
live  at  Needham,  and  they  spend  their  labour  in  those  parishes  from  Monday 
morning  to  Saturday  night.  . 

7431.  Mr.  Tollemaehe.']  You  mentioned  Creeting  St.  Olajee;  does  that  adjoin 
Needham  Market  ? — The  Greetings  do. 

7432.  Do  you  think  that  Needham  is  compensated  for  this  advantage  incon- 
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sequence  of  the  money  that  is  paid  to  the  labouiefS  being  spent  in  that  parish  ? —  Sjsv.  F.  Stemard. 

Not  in  the  least.  

7433.  Do  you  think  that  especially  the  agricultural  part  of  Needham  is  not  27  July  i860, 
benefited  by  the  wages  earned  in  Creeling  being  spent  in  the  town  ? — Certainly 

not ;  it  would  be  spent  there  just  the  same ;  if  they  lived  in  their  own  parish  at 
Greeting,  they  would  oonfie  to  Needham  to  spend  their  wages  ;  it  is  a  small 
market  town  of  less  than  2,000  inhabitants,  but  really  the  only  place  where  there 
is  a  shop  ;  the  population  of  the  surrounding  parishes  come  on  Saturday  night  and 
spend  their  wages  there. 

7434.  You  are  of  opinion  that  the  law,  afi  to  tliose  parishes,  is  working  very 
unfairly  ? — Yes,  to  other  parishes. 

7435.  Do  you  think  that  injustice  is  on  the  increase  ?~0f  course  it  is  ;  the 
five  years'  residence  keeps  gradually  increasing. 

7436.  Is  the  number  of  irremovable  poor  increasing  iu  your  union  ? — ^Yes, 
slowly  ;  but  they  do  keep  increasing. 

7437.  You  would  regard  any  such  great  change  as  doing  away  with  parochial 
settlement;  I  mean  adopting  union  rating  and  union ^ettleaaent ? — Yes. 

7436.  I  suppose  you  think  you -would  have  great  difficulty  »in  finding  a  sub- 
stitute for  the  present  local  check  ?— I  do  not  see  any  system  that  would  serve  as 
a  substitute  for  the  present  one  of  parochial  raliag. 

7439.  The  question  before  this  Oomnwttee  is  not  •whefber  we  should  adopt 
union  rating  and  union  setflements,  but  whether  the  present  law  of  irremovaMlfty 
might  be  improved  ;  can  you  suggest  anry  Alteration  in  the  law  'that  you  *think 
would  improve  the  present  system? — I  do  mrt  think  it  would  be  any  injustice  if 
irremovability  was  extended  from  five  years  to  'three,  but  that  it  -would  be  a 
l)enefit  to  the  poor  if  it  was  so -extended ;  but  I  must  make  a  proviso,  that  the 
fund  from  which  they  are  maintained  is  properly  raised. 

7440.  What  do  you  exactly  mean? — According  to  the  *rateable  value  .ef  the 
respective  parishes. 

7441 .  If  that  alteration  were  made,  and  if  a  pafiA  got  taxed  to  meet  the -com- 
mon fund,  according  to  flie  rateable  value,  you  would  recommend,  I  euppose, 
that  all  parishes  in  each  union  should  be  rated  and  valued  upon  the  same  prinoi- 
ple? — or  course. 

7442.  Mr.  Knight, 'l  T)o  you  suppose  that  since  this  Irremovable  Act  was 
passed  in  1847,  the  rates  paid  for  ihe  relief  of  the  poor  l>ave  much  increased  in 
D^benfaam  and^eedham  Market  ?— No,  they  have  not ;  but  they  have  increaaed 
in  proportion;  the  rales  altogether  are  immensely  decreased,  and  therefore  they 
liave  not  been  rated  heavily,  but  they  'have  been  increased  in  proportion  ;  they 
have  not  had  the  same  decrease  that  other  parishes  have  had.  1  ^as  chairman  of 
this  Board  in  1848  when  there  was  a  great  noise,  and  we  had  more  than  500  people 
in  the  poorhouse  ;  at  limes  the  superabundant  labour  was  very  enormoiis ;  of  late 
years  there  has  been  none,  Which  I  ascribe  to  the  emigration  of  a  grc^t  moivy 
Suffdlk  people ;  tliey  have  migrated  to  the  metropoKitan  counties ;  the  railways 
have  taken  off  a  vast  number  of  the  superabundant  labourers,  and  for  the  last  year 
or  two  we  have  had  one  of  our  militia  regiments  enibodied,'\Mhich  have  withdcawn 
a  great  many  persons. 

7443.  Then  those  populous  places  have  been  very  great  gainewwHhtwqject 
to  the  rates  by  wrhat  has  happened  in  the  last  few  jrears?— ^««,  sdl  have. 

7444.  Then  all  they  have  to  complain  of  is  "ftie  inequality  ^ — Yea. 

7445.  That  inequality  can  only  be  done  away  with  by  union  rrfthig^— Tes.;  and 
I. think  much  better  done  away  with  by  an  assessn\ent  according  to  its  value. 

7446.  That  is  union  rating,  in  fact? — No,  it  is  quite  a  diferent  thing. 

7447.  Will  \you  be  .good  enough  to  explain  what  you  mean  ? — ^The  pate  for  iTxe 
relief  of  the  iseliled  poor  to.be  rai^  as  it  now  is,  and  then  the  common  fund  to  h^ 
thrcxwn  ii>ver  the  union  according  to  the  value  of  each  parish,  and  not  according 
to  its^e^apeuses  for  its  poor. 

7448.  That  is  union  rating?— Yes,  for  fliat  particular  purpose. 

7449.  Have  Debenham  and  Needham  Market  increased  in  .real  value,  as  well 
as  having  decreased  in  their  poor  rates? — I  think  that  Needham  has  increased 
now  frtmi  having  had  a  railway  brought  to  it,iaud*a;ataVion(h^Utiu  i^,.and  I  think 
that  Debenham  is  just  the  reverse  trom  being  lo  miles  .away  from  a  railway. 

7450.  Mr.  Barry ^  It  has  been  inuroated  to  ihis  Commiitee  that  these  places 
benefit  by  the  expenditure  of  the  wages  of  the  labourers;  mayl  ask  yau  whether  you 
rate  the  stock  in  trade  of  the  little  shopkeepers? — No,  they  are  exempt  bv  the  Act. 

0.95.  3 1 4  7451  •  Therefore, 
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Ucr.  F.  Steward.        7451-  Therefore,  nobody  has  benefited  by  the  expenditure  of  those  wages, 

except  as  to  the  small  amount  of  proiit  that  is  made  by  the  sboj^eepers  on  that 

«7  July  i860,      stock  in  trade  ? — Yes. 

7452.  Sir  W.  Miles.'\  You  have  given  to  the  Committee  three  instances  of  the 
great  decrease  in  the  averages ;  will  you  be  good  enoughjto  state  to  the  Committee 
to  what  you  attribute  that  great  decrease  in  each  of  those  parishes? — The  Five 
Years'  Residence  Act.  The  parish  of  Badley  i9  the  first  that  is  named ;  all 
the  labourers  that  work  there,  or  nearly  so,  live  in  the  parish  of  Needham ;  it  is  a 
parish  belonging  to  one  individual  almost  entirely. 

7453-  Taking  the  first  period,  and  the  second  period,  in  which  the  rates  have 
become  so  decreased,  have  the  cottages  been  pulled  down  ? — 1  cannot  say  of  my 
own  knowledge  that  they  have  ;  but  I  have  heard  so. 

7454.  Is  that  the  CHse  in  each  of  those  three  instances  that  you  have  given  r— 
Yes,  in  all ;  and  in  a  few  more  years  almost  every  man  belonging  to  those  parishes 
will  have  lived  five  years  in  some  other  parish. 

7455.  In  those  three  parishes  they  have  got  a  decrease  in  their  rates,  by  getting 
rid  of  their  settlements?— Yes. 

7456.  Mr.  Toilemache.']  And  that  is  likely  to  go  on  ? — ^Yes,  it  keeps  in- 
creasing. 

7457*  It  has  been  suggested  that,  instead  of  the  charges  for  the  irremovable 
paupers  being  thrown  upon  the  common  fund,  residence  should  give  a  parochial 
settlement ;  now  would  that  work,  do  you  think  ;  would  it  improve  the  state  of 
things  in  Needham  r — No  ;  it  would  act  very  unjustly,  I  think.  It  would  increase 
the  burden  upon  those  parishes  that  are  already  heavily  burdened,  and  help  to 
lighten  those  that  are  already  lightly  burdened. 

7458.  In  fact,  those  who  contribute  something  to  the  labourers  employed  in 
those  parishes  would  then  contribute  nothing  at  all  ? — Next  to  nothing. 

7459.  If  the  irremovable  poor  were  thrown  upon  the  parishes  in  which  they 
live,  instead  of  the  parishes  in  which  they  work? — Of  course. 

7460.  Sir  W.  Miles.]  Supposing  you  were  asked  whether  you  would  change 
irremovability  into  settlement,  leaving  the  present  irremovable  poor  as  they  are, 
what  would  be  your  answer  r — I  should  say,  no. 

7461.  You  would  have  an  objection  possibly  to  altering  the  law  of  setdement 
at  all  ? — I  think  that  the  law  of  settlement  is  acting  fairly. 

7462.  Mr.  Knight.]  When  you  talk  about  parishes  which  are  heavily  burthened 
you  mean,  do  you  not,  those  which  have  been  very  greatly  relieved  of  their 
rates  ? — They  have  been  all  relieved,  but  some  not  in  proportion  to  others. 

7463.  Debenham  in  1 847,  paid  1,035  '•  ^or  the  relief  of  the  poor,  and  in  1859 
it  paid  629/.  ? — ^Yes. 

7464.  In  that  case,  there  was  a  very  great  relief  was  there  not?— Yes; 
Debenham  has  been  for  the  last  four  or  five  years  very  well  managed ;  but  they 
were  eaten  up  with  the  poor  at  times  there,  and  at  last  they  took  the  matter  into 
their  hands  and  took  the  poor  out  of  the  uorkhouse  and  employed  them  on  the 
roads  during  the  winter. 

7464*.  If  they  had  been  union  instead  of  being  parochial  paupers,  would  the 
parish  have  taken  them  out  of  the  workhouse  in  the  way  you  describe?— 
Certainly  not. 

7465.  Mr.  Sotheron  Estcourt.]  I  understood  you  to  say,  that  you  thought  it 
would  be  a  good  thing  to  reduce  the  period  which  confers  irremovability  from 
five  years  to  three  years  ?-^Yes ;  I  see  no  objection  to  that,  provided  the  fund  is 
fairly  raised. 

7466.  By  the  fund  being  fairly  raised,  you  mean,  I  suppose,  raised  upon  the 
rateable  value  ? — ^Yes. 

7467.  Without  any  reference  to  the  amount  of  use  that  each  parish  would 
have  of  the  workhouse,  and  without  reference  to  the  number  of  the  poor  ?— 1 
never  conadered  it  was  fair  that  paiishes  should  pay  towards  the  establishment 
charges,  according  to  the  average  expense  of  their  poor;  the  chaplain  is  kept 
out  of  the  establishment  charges. 

7468.  Mr.  Barrow,]  You  think  that  an  average  rate  upon  the  value  of  the 
property  would  be  much  fairer  than  a  rate  upon  the  acreage  ? — ^I  think  so. 

7469.  Mr.  Sotheron  Estcourt.]  I  understood  you  just  now  to  draw  a  comparison 
between  a  rate  raised  upon  the  real  value  of  the  property  and  a  rate  raised  upon 
what  are  called  averages,  under  the  present  system  ? — ^Yes. 

7470.  Was  that  the  distinction  that  you  meant  to  draw? — Yes. 

7471.  Then  you  did  not  mean  to  draw  the  distinction  which  the  honourable 
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Member  has  suggested  to  you  ? — Yes ;  I  understood  them  in  the  same  light.     I  Rer.  F.  Stmard. 

meant  the  value,  not  the  area ;  not  the  acreage,  but  the  value  of  the  property.  

7472.  I  understand  that  you  would  be  ready  to  assent  to  a  reduction  of  the      *7  July  1860. 
period  which  should  confer  irremovability  from  five  to  three  years,  provided  the 

fund  out  of  which  those  irremovable  persons  were  to  be  provided  for  were  raised 
upon  the  rateable  value  of  the  property  ? — Yes. 

7473.  You  object  to  the  present  system  of  averagres? — Yes. 

7474.  Should  you  object  to  grant  a  settlement  after  a  residence  of  three  years, 
with  all  its  consequences  ? — ^Yes,  I  should  object  to  that. 

7475.  You  do  not  object  to  irremovability  ? — No. 

7476.  Why  should  you  prefer  irremovability  to  settlement  ?— r-Because  I  think 
that  a  man  is  entitled  to  have  the  benefit  of  retaining  his  residence  for  a  certain 
length  of  time ;  but  I  do  not  think,  from  his  having  done  so,  that  the  parish  ought 
to  be  liable  to  have  all  his  children  for  generations  thrown  upon  them  by  his 
having  gained  a  settlement  there,  and  they  may  gain  none. 

7477.  Supposing  that  settlements  could  be  gained  very  easily,  say  by  three 
years'  residence,  and  consequently  that  a  parish  would  stand  a  fair  chance  of  being 
relieved  of  the  burden  by  a  poor  man  acquiring  a  settlement  elsewhere,  should 
you  not  think  that  would  very  much  diminish  the  objection  which  you  enter- 
tain ? — It  is  so  prospective  that  I  can  scarcely  form  an  opinion. 

7478.  But  you  have  a  decided  preference  for  irremovability,  as  compared  with 
settlement  ? — Decidedly. 

7479.  Would  you  like  to  get  rid  of  settlement  altogether  r — No ;  I  think  it 
would  be  hard  upon  those  who  have  now  obtained  their  settlements,  in  their  own 
parishes,  to  throw  them  upon  the  wide  world,  or  the  union  fund. 

7480.  Can  you  give  me  any  reason  why  you  should  distinguish  the  cases 
which  you  wish  to  retain  in  settlement,  and  the  cases  which  you  wish  to  come 
under  the  head  of  irremovability  ? — If  I  understand  the  matter  it  is  this  :  I  will 
take  the  parish  of  Needham,  and  there  are  a  great  number  of  persons  residing  in 
that  parish  who  are  on  the  irremovable  poor  list ;  if  they  were  to  become  settled 
inhabitants  in  the  parish  of  Needham,  they  would  enormously  increase  the  rates 
of  that  place,  because  they  would  be  no  longer  chargeable  upon  the  union  fund 
according  to  the  present  system  ;  but  they  would  become  chargeable  to  the  parish 
rate  of  Needham. 

7481.  I  comprehend  very  plainly  the  reason  why  the  inhabitants  of  Needham 
should  prefer  the  plan  you  are  suggesting,  but  I  speak  of  it  as  a  matter  of 
fairness,  as  between  parish  and  parish,  or  union  and  union,  all  over  the  kingdom ; 
do  you  not  think  that  it  would  be  a  much  fairer  system  that  a  man,  who  gains 
the  advantage  of  irremovability  by  three  or  five  years'  residence,  should  also  have 
the  larger  privilege  of  settlement  ? — No  ;  I  do  not  suppose  that  a  man  who  lives 
in  a  place  has  become  settled  there,  after  his  three  years'  residence ;  he  may  move 
just  over  the  boundary  of  a  parish  into  an  adjoining  parish,  and  still  the  parish 
where  he  gained  his  settlement,  though  he  may  have  transferred  his  labour,  would 
be  liable  to  all  his  chargeabilities  for  a  certain  number  of  years,  when  they  had 
had  no  benefit  from  him. 

7482.  Is  not  that  disadvantage  or  inconvenience  applicable  to  settlement  in  any 
shape,  namely,  that  a  man  transfers  his  labour  into  one  parish,  but  still  retains  his 
settlement  in  another  ? — But  then  you  would  increase  the  settled  inhabitants  by 
adding  to  them  the  irremovable  list ;  it  is  bad  enough  for  a  small  open  parish  to  have 
to  contend  with  those  who  are  already  their  settled  inhabitants. 

7483.  As  all  the  poor  all  over  the  kingdom  are,  so  to  speak,  generally  settled  at 
one  place  or  another,  would  it  not  be  about  as  broad  as  it  was  long  whether  you  had 
them  in  one  parish  or  another? — No ;  I  think  you  would  immensely  relieve  the  close 
parishes,  the  lightly  rated  parishes,  to  the  detriment  of  the  small  urban  parishes. 

7484.  Supposing  that  you  added  this  condition  to  irremovability,  namely,  that 
a  person,  whether  be  resided  or  not,  if  he  worked  in  a  place  continuously  for  a 
certain  number  of  years,  should  obtain  the  advantages  of  irremovability,  would  that 
get  rid  of  your  objection  r — It  must  be  one  continuous  service. 

7485.  A  continuous  service  in  a  parish,  but  not  under  one  master ;  have  you 
considered  that  point  ? — I  do  not  think  I  ever  did. 

7486.  You  do  not  adopt  it  ? — No,  I  think  it  would  require  some  consideration. 

7487.  Chairman^  What  is  the  feeling  generally  in  your  neighbourhood  about 
taking  the  averages? — That  it  acts  unfairly. 

7488.  Would  there  be  any  objection  to  a  change  ? — ^No. 

7489.  There  would  be  a  difierence  in  the  different  parishes ;  it  would  benefit 
0.95.  3  K  some, 
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aome,  and  perhaps  be  injurious  ta  others  ? — Yes ;  I  made  a  ealetilatioti  as  to  ov 

parish,  whkh  to  the  irremovable  poor  during  the  last  year  paid  i6t,  butwlwd^ 

t^Jnlr  i66ft      if  it  had  had  to  pay  according  to  its  value,  would  have  paid  about  55  Z. 

7490*  What  would  be  the  feeling  in  that  parish  if  there  was  a  chaoge  ?— Tb^ 

would  not  like  it ;  but  that  parish  has  beea  reaping  aa  undue  benefit  for  many 

years. 

7491.  The  looseness  of  the  system  is  not  great  enough  to  lead  you  to  reoom- 
mcoid  a  change,  is  it? — 

7492.  It  would  be,  in  the  case  you  have  given^  that  they  would  pay  55 1,  ia. 
stead  of  16  Z.  ? — Yes. 

7493.  That  is  not  your  parish  ? — No  ;  I  should  say  that  my  parish  would  be 
rather  a  sufferer  by  the  change. 

7494.  Do  you  think  that  there  would  be  great  resistance  on  the  score  of  its 
being  injurious  to  some  parishes  by  the  gentry  and  ratepayers? — No^  I  do  not 
think  there  would;  some  parishes  would  not  like  it;  but  I  think  the  geueral 
feeling  at  the  Board  of  Guardians  is,  that  it  would  be  fairer  than  the  present 
system  of  averages* 

7495.  Mr.  Tollenuiche.'l  Do  you  know  anything  about  any  other  union?— Yes; 
I  have  very  often  talked  to  the  chairman  of  the  hundred,  and  I  think  be  is  of  the 
same  opinion  as  I  am,  that  die  averages  are  not  a  fair  system. 

7496.  If  I  understand  you  rightly,  you  think  that  the  present  system  of  raising 
the  money  charged  upon  the  common  fund  is  an  unfair  one  ? — ^Yea. 

7497.  You  would  prefer  it  being  raised  according  to  the  rateable  value  6f  the 
property  throughout  each  union  ? — Yes. 

7498.  You  also  think  that  if  irremovability  were  obtained,  the  irremovable 
paupers  ought  to  be  relieved  out  of  the  common  fund  and  not  by  the  parishes 
altogether  in  which  thpy  reside  ? — Out  of  the  common  fund. 

7499.  If  residence  gave  settlement,  you  think  that  it  would  make  things  worse 
than  they  are  now  ? — ^Yes. 

7500.  You  als<i  tliink  that  all  the  rateable  property  in  each  union  ought  to 
be  valued  and  rated  according  to  the  same  principle  ? — Yes. 

7501.  And  that  irremovability  might  be  acquired  by  three  yeara'  instead  office 
years*  residence  ?— Yes. 

7502.  Would  it  benefit  the  poor,  in  your  opinion,  without  much  injuring  the 
ratepayers  ?-— -Yea. 

7503.  With  regard  to  pauper  lunatics,  do  you  think  that  if  their  charge  were 
thrown  upon  the  common  fiiod,  it  would  be  aa  advantage  to  the  pauper  lunatics? 
—Yes. 

7504.  Do  you  think  that  parishes  may  be  now  tempted  to  keep  lunatics  in  their 
present  dwellings,  rather  than  send  them  to  an  asylum  whexe  they  might  derive 
the  benefit  of  good  treatment  ?-^Yes ;  on  account  of  the  expense. 

7505*  You  wouki  recommend  an  alteration  in  that  respect,  as  well  as  in  the 
others  that  you;  have  referred  to  f-^-Yes. 

7506.  Ckairman.]  You  are  aware  that  the  Irremovable  Act  is  to  be  renewed, 
or  dropped  next  year? — I  have  heard  so. 
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Appendix,  No.  1 . 


Apptndizi  No.  i. 


PAPEBS  delivered  in  by  Ttfr.  W.  Page,  8  June  1860. 


MALTON  UNION. 


LIST  of  Pbivate  Bates  Discovered  to  have  been  Paid  in  the  following  Parishes  when 

Ihe  AvexagoB  were  taken  in  1858. 


£.    *    i 

£.    t.  d. 

Appleton-le-Street   - 
Auyholme        -        -        - 

31    4    - 

Scampston        -        -        _ 

1    4    6 

3    4    6 

Settrmgton  (a  pajmentfrom 

BirdsaU    -        -        -.       - 

7    -    - 

hallway  rate  not  ascer- 

Buhner    -        -        -        - 

23     8    - 

taiiied). 

Duggleby         .        -        - 

5  17    - 

Thorpe     -        -        -        . 

13  11    9 

Kennethorpe     -        -        - 

1     -    - 

Heelerton  (West)     - 

45    -   - 

Knapton  -        -        -        - 

29    4    3 

Westow  .... 

29  18    - 

Langton  -        -        -        - 

24  15    4 

Wareham.le.Street  - 

30    -    - 

Levering  -        -        -        - 

North  foimston 

Byton      -        .        -        - 

7  16    - 

4.9   1ft      - 

Wmteringham  ... 

70    9    2 

48     6    - 

£. 

414  16    6 

The  Union  consists  of  65  Parishes. 


(B.) 
MALTON  UNION. 


LIST  showing  the  Atebage  Expenditure  of  the  Several  Parishes  in  List  (A.)  for  the 
Maintenance  of  their  own  Settled  Poor  (exclusive  of  Private  Bates)  for  the  Three 
years  ended  Lady-day  1858. 


£.    t.   d. 

% 

£.    *.  d. 

Appletoii.le-Street    - 

93    -    - 

North  Ghrimston 

32    -    - 

Auyholme        ... 
BirdsaU   .... 

,5    -    - 
160    -    - 

Byton      .        -        .        - 
Scampston        -        -        . 

89 

24    -    - 

Bulmer    .        •        -        . 

38    -    - 

Thorpe     .... 

39 

Duggleby         .        .        - 

36    -    - 

Heslerton  (West)      - 

66    -    - 

Kennethorpe    -        .        - 

28    -    - 

Westow   .... 

43    -    - 

Knapton  .... 

67     -    - 

Wareham-le-Street  - 

132    -    - 

Langton  .... 

79    -    - 

Winteringham  ... 

160    -    - 

Levering          .        .       - 

44    -    - 
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MR.   LAMBERT'S    DISTRICT. 


TABLE^  sbowing  the  Amount  cliaiged  to  Farislies  for  Paupek  Lukatics  in  Asixiths,  and  the  Amount 
paid  fur  Ibbemoyable  Paupeb  Lunatics  in  Asylums  charged  to  the  Common  Fund  of  the  Unum,  for 
the  Half-year  ended  Michaelman  1859. 


Itoibef. 

UNION. 

Cost  of  Lunatics 

in 

jLBjlxsaam, 

Kichadmael859. 

CostofLmaticB 
oiuirgedto 

Commoii  Fund, 
Micfamelmatl859. 

EfnmlMr. 

UNION. 

Cost  of  Lunatics 

in 

Asyloms, 

Michaelmasl869. 

Cost  of  Lunatics 
dhaigedto 

CcuBiisii  Fondy 
Michaeknasl860. 

£.    t.    d. 

£.     A     d. 

£.    8.    d. 

£.    s.    d. 

1 

Ashbourne 

180  10     - 

5  10     4 

83 

Newark    -        -        - 

317     2     - 

79     -     - 

S 

Bakewell  - 

221     3     - 

58     4     - 

84- 

Northafflerton   - 

138     4     - 

29  14     - 

8 

Belper      - 

268     1     - 

64     9     - 

35 

North  Witohfofd       - 

121  16    - 

15  10     - 

4 

Beverley  -        -        - 

200     2    - 

19  TO     - 

86 

Nottinghaon     - 

585     2    - 

60  IS    5 

5 

Bingham .         .         - 

166     6    - 

12  15     - 

87 

Patrington 

122     3     - 

4  ig    • 

6 

Boston     -         -        - 

474     9    - 

21     9     - 

88 

Peterborough   - 

506  19    - 

45  14     - 

7 

Bourne     -        -        - 

122     -    - 

n  18     9 

89 

Pickering 

47     8    - 

47  18    - 

8 

Bridlington 

38     1     - 

14     9     - 

40 

Podclingtonr     - 

158  17     - 

2  11     - 

9 

Caistor     .         -        - 

162  10    - 

26     5     5 

41 

[Upon.      -        -        • 

98     8     - 

18     4     > 

10 

Caiton  and  Anington 

88     8    - 

14     6     - 

42 

Saint  Ives 

814  14    ' 

20 

11 

Chesterfield       - 

294     1     - 

158  17     8 

48 

Saint  Neof  8     - 

221     2     - 

18 

12 

Derby      - 

418  14    - 

200     1     8 

44 

Scarborough.     - 

287  19     - 

15  12    • 

18 

Driffidd  - 

200     7    - 

46     8     - 

45 

Sculcoates 

487     4    - 

87  17    - 

14 

Eaaingwold 

128  18     - 

— 

46 

Selby       .        -        . 

.    102     2    - 

— 

15 

East  Eletford     - 

140  17     - 

11   10    - 

47 

Shatdlow 

'    275  18     - 

46:  11    - 

le 

Gainsborough  - 

136  14     - 

48  19     - 

48 

Skirlangh 

45     5     - 

88     6     - 

17 

Glondfind  Br^g       - 

899  18    - 

21   13     - 

49 

Sleaford  - 

229     4     - 

82    9     4 

18 

GooJe       - 

100  n    - 

28  19  10 

50 

Southwell 

142     5    - 

67     2    - 

19 

Grantham 

802  18    - 

12  15     8 

51 

Spalding  -        -        - 

818  18    - 

9  19    - 

20 

Great  Ousebum 

78  12    - 

— 

52 

Spilsby    - 

812     7     - 

21  12  11 

21 

Guisborough     • 

98     7     - 

45     5     - 

58 

Stamford 

158     7    - 

10  1#    - 

22 

Helmsley 

21   11     - 

— 

54 

Stokesley 

41     1    .- 

— 

28 

Holbeaoh 

265  14     " 

12  15     - 

55 

Thirsk      - 

68     7    - 

1 

» 

Homoastie 

92    7    - 

82    ^    - 

5^ 

Thome     ... 

104  19    - 

10    7    - 

25 

Howden  .        -        - 

110  18    - 

9     1     - 

57 

Whitby    .        .        . 

259  n  - 

^      «F    S    - 

26 

Huntingdon      - 

240     7    - 

18     -    - 

58 

Whittlesey 

86     1    - 

2T 

fltj2   r  - 

— 

59 

.  Wisbflofr  - 

p  »#  i(y  - 

♦»11    ~ 

2a 

Eiikby  BioonkU.      - 

18     L    - 

10     6     6 

60 

Woduop^- 

112  18    - 

11     1    - 

29 

Knaresborong^          •* 

107     4    - 

84  14     - 

61 

York        .        .        . 

.    446     8    - 

119    9    - 

SO 
81 

'.  LinooliL  -        -        - 
Louth      ... 

866     5    - 
278     5    - 

86  19     ~ 

54  14  11 

£. 

it 

12,752  10    - 

1,847  16    2 

32 

Malton    -        .        - 

199     9    - 

16  12    - 

^90* 
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PAPERS  delivered  in  by  Mr.  Richard  Jmes,  16  June  1860. 


HOLYHEAD    UNION. 


STATEMENT  of  Account,  showing  the  Receipts,  Ezpbitditit&x, 
(Taflen  o'r  Cjfrifon,  jn  dangos  y  Derbyniadau,  Gwariad,  a  Gweddillion, 


PARISHES. 
(PLWYFAU.) 


Area. 


Popular 
tion, 
1851. 


Aberffirawt- 
Bodedernt  -        -        - 
Bodwrog     -       -        - 
Celrchiog    -        -       - 
CerrigceUiweii     - 
Heneglwyi  -        -       - 
Molyhead    -        -       - 
UanlUbiog- 
Llanbeulan  -       •        • 
UanddaasaiDtt   - 
Llandrygain 
lianfac^tht 
IJanfiielogt 

LlaofiEiethly  -       -       - 
lianftiryneubwll  • 
Uanfigael   .       -       - 
Llanflhaogelynhowyn  || 
lian^rrog  -       -       - 
Uangfwyfan 
Uanrhyddlad 
UantriBaint 
Uanyoghenedle  - 
Uechylchedt 
Rhoscolyn  -        -        - 
Trewalchmait      - 


Total  (Ctpakswm  ) 


Expenditore  of  oorreBponding') 
Half  of  last  Tear     -       -I 

(Gwariad  yr  haner  blwyddyn  f 
gyftttebol)      -       •       -J 

As    comparech 


with  the  cor- 
responding 
Half  of  last 
Year 
(Wrth  gydma* 
m  yr  Haoer 
Blwyddyn 

S-&ttebol  y 
ynedd)  - 


Increase  of  "1 

Expenditore.  > 

(Cynydd.)  J 

) 


Decrease  of 

Ezpenditare. 

(Usihad/ 


Df-1 
re.  > 
)  J 


6^1 
4,244 
1,852 

680 
1,800 
1,996 
6,048 

700 
8,024 
1,985 
2,898 
1,885 
1,488 
2,899 
1,069 

489 
1,074 
1,616 
1,489 
1,995 
4,856 
1,877 
1,568 
2,195 
1,500 


1,882 
1,158 
850 
171 
582 
547 
8,868 
75 
852 
602 
420 
566 
800 
427 
884 
150 
220 
262 
281 
796 
588 
426 
654 
488 
795 


£. 

480 

881 

51 

87 

178 

181 

1,582 

28 

240 

170 

180 

101 

196 

167 

81 

86 

85 

88 

70 

197 

258 

111 

161 

149 

185 


5,888 


£.  •.  d. 

31  5  4 

45  5  - 
81  6  8 

105  18  8 

116  11  2 

459  I  10 

8  16  6 

14-8 

7  14  - 
11  9  6 
24-8 

46  16  10 

17  3  7 
86  12  - 
20  2 

25  11 
81  - 

-  9 
56  7 

26  18 

8  8 
25  19 

18  10 


11 
10 

4 
9 

8 
5 
5 


RECEIPTS. 
(DERBYNIADAU.) 


£. 

427 

824 

67 

71 

84 

162 

1,466 

29 

240 

182 

187 

98 

807 

171 

94 

87 

68 

121 

58 

284 

258 

99 

178 

140 

152 


i,    d. 
7  2 


12 

7 

4 

18 


6  8 

6  - 
10  1 

7  8 
15  1 

-  11 

19  4 

18  2 

4  1 
18  - 

17  1 

5  10 
1  9 
1  4 

8  2 

18  1 
14  8 

8  1 

6  8 
14  4 


1,164  4  6   5,265  19  7 


£.    9.   d. 


82  7  8 


7  8 


£.  #.  d. 

190  4  5 
7-8 


-  4  10 


8  18  1 

1  19  8 


8  5  8 

8-11 

18  17  8 


12  5  7 


TOTAL. 
(CYFANSWM.) 


£.  •- 
617  11 
862  18 
112  12 
102  11 
190  11 
278  17 
1,957  15 

88  6 
254  7 
190  9 
148  10 
122  19 
807  18 
221  19 
111  16 

76  8 

88  8 
.146  18 

89  1 
284  17 
818  11 
129  18 
200  14 
166  5 
178  10 


£. 
90 


d. 
8 


285  17     1 


8    5 


54  16    7 


85    3    8 


Total  Rscbipts  (ezdusiye  of  Balances)    - 


j^.  5,298.  6#.  \0d. 


NAME  OF  OFFICER. 
(ENW  Y  SWYDDOG.) 


Edward  Hughes 
Thomas  Wlluams 
Richard  Morris   • 
John  Prytherch 
Robert  Parry 


Wffllam  Walthew 
Thomas  Roberts  - 
Thonias  Hughes  • 


OFFICE. 
(S  W  Y  D  D.) 


Treasorer  - 
Clerk        .       - 
Relieving  Officer 
-    -  Ditto 
.    -  Ditto 


Medical  Officer  • 

-  -  Ditto 

-  .  Ditto 


Half  Year's 

Salary. 

(Cyflog  Banner 

Blwyddyn.) 


£.   t.    d. 

8 

87  10  - 
25  -  - 
25  -  - 
25    .    - 


30 
30 
30 


TOTALS. 
(CYFAN8YMIAU.) 


£.«.<!. 


120  10    - 


90 


210  10    - 


t  YiUaget.  I  LlanlliMo  and  Uanflhaagelynhowyn  haye  no  union  panpers. 
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Appendix^  No.  2. 


PAPERS  dellyered  in  by  Mr.  Richard  Jones,  15  June  1860. 


HOLYHEAD  UNION. 


and  hAhAVCSBf  for  the  Half  Year  ended  26th  March  1860.) 
am  yr  Haner  Blwyddjm  jn  diwedda  Mawrth  26ain,  I860.) 


EXPBNDrnJRE.    (GWARIAD.) 


SEPARATE  CHARGES.    (TRAUL  5EILLDUEBIG.) 


£.  $. 
S94  3 
167    3 

47  16 

30  0 
90  3 
94    0 

632  13 

9  14 

104  16 

60  13  10 
44  13    1 

61  17  11 
111  6  4 
111  13    4 

31  8    - 
29  14 
34  19 
63  13 
34  10 

136  10 
142    4 

44    8 

98  14 

67  11 

70    3 


2^495  11  11 


£.    i.  d. 


30    6 

10  14 


10  14    8 


61  16    - 


£.    $.d. 
-    6    - 


I  10  - 
-  6  - 
3  13    - 


-26 


7    6 
6    - 


6    - 
6    - 


7    3- 


>  O 


£.$.  d. 
6  12  6 
2    -    - 


-  4  6 

-  6  - 
2  7  6 

31  1  6 


13- 
-76 
-17  6 
8  16  2 
-  17  6 
-26 


-  12    6 

-  6    - 


-26 
-  7  6 
4  19  - 
2  -  - 
6  10    - 


69  16    8 


es;  c. 


£.  #.  d. 

2    3  3 

1  16  6 

-  12  6 

-  6  6 

-  8  6 

-  11  6 
13  16  - 


8  6 

6  6 

7  6 
17  9 

8  6 
4  - 


-49 

-  6    - 

-  4    3 
-76 

-  3    9 

-  13    - 

-  13    - 

-  9    3 
14    6 

-  4    - 
1     3    - 


£.  B.  d, 

71  -10 
63  12  4 
27  7 
7  16 
18  13 
24  6 
262  16 
11  10 
36    7 

27  16 
34-11 
23  19  4 
23  10  8 
33  4  1 
13  13    - 

7  17     1 

8  6  10 
21  12    3 

21  3 

28  8 
48  18 
26  13 
23    8 

22  9 
17    9 


30  18    6 


884  16    6 


3S 


£.   #.  d. 


40 


£.  #.  d. 


Common  Chargei. 
(CostaneyflMhiol.) 


I 

•    -8 
S    - 

II 

it 

•a     >i 


• 

I 


40 


8    -    - 


8    - 


£.     #. 

214    4 

148    2  - 

22  17  2 

38  10  2 

79  11  2 

81  3  3 
709    2  2 

12  10  10 

107    2  4 
76    4 
68    6 
46    6 

87  17 
74  17 
36  6 
38  11  2 

38  2  2 

39  9  2 
31     7  4 

88  6  1 
116  13  9 

49  16  4 

72    3  3 

66  16  9 

82  19  4 


d. 
8 


2 
3 
3 

1 
7 

1 


£.   #.  d. 


13  19    4 
26    6    2 

76  14  10 

344    6    2 

4  11    6 

6    7    9 

12  12  10 

10  16    4 

-    1  10 

20  3  10 

30    2    3 

6    4    4 

21  6    6 
1  11     6 

29  12    3 


7    4    9 


I 


2,416    2    6         610    -    2 


£.   «.  d 

617  11  7 
362  18  4 
112  12  1 
102  11  3 
190  11  2 
278  17  6 
1|967  16  1 

38  6  7 
264  7  6 
190  9  1 
148  10  6 
122  19  7 
307  18  2 
221  19  - 
111  16  7 

76    8  9 

88  8  9 
146  13  7 

89  1  4 
284  17  6 
318  11  6 
129  13  2 
200  14  - 
166  6  8 
178  10  4 


6^698    8  6 


78 


869 1 

11 

36 

22 

86 

3 

NU. 

6 

19 

28 

3 

18t 


2^70  18    6 


62    2    6  I    6 


13  11 


27  14    3 


272    6 


40 


2,169  19 


I 


1     3    - 


66    6    2 


3    4    3 


612  10    6 


I 


246    3    6 


76    6    7 


-66 


Total  BxPBirDiTuaB  (exdusiye  of  Balances) 


£.6,003    6#. 


*  Pbiitcipal  Particulars  of  the  "Other  Common  Charges." 
(Prif  benau  7  ''Costeo  Cyffrediuol  EraOl.'') 


Brought  forward 
Rent  of  Clerk's  Office      ----......... 

Postages,  Carriage  of  Parcels,  Receipt  Stamps,  &c.   -..--...- 
Rents  of  RelieTing  Stations,  &c.       ------------ 

Hnch  Jones,  Printing  and  Stationery        --..-...... 

C.  Knight  &  Co.,  Books  and  Stationery     .--...-.-.. 

R.  H.  Ellis,  Rent  of  Board  Room,  Candles,  &c. 

jr.  Prytherch,  obtaining  Order  on  Robert  Williams,  Bwlcyn,  to  maintain  his  Mother    -       -       - 
R.  Shaw,  Justice  of  the  Peace  ............ 

Registration  Fee— Bodewryd    --......-.... 

Lunatics  in  Asylums        -•..•-....•••• 

Extra  Medical  Fees  -....-.......- 

Relief  to  Irremovable  Poor       ............. 


£.    «.  d. 

210  10  - 

2  10  - 

4  16  6 

16    1  8 


4  8 

1  4 
6  4 

2  - 
6  6 

-    1  - 

38  10  7 

42    2  6 

2,079    2  7 


2,416    2    6 


t  Amount  paid  fai  ReUef  to  Union  Paupers  for  the  Half  Year  -.—Holyhead,  1,269  /.  18  «.  1  d ;  Rhoscolyn,  22  2.  2  #•  0  (f . , 
head  for  26  weeks,  or  1 «.  1  |tf.  per  head  per  week  at  Holyhead.    Rhoscolyn,  about  1 1 12.  per  week  per  head. 

0.95-  3  L 


equaltolJ.  9#.  0(f.  per 
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APfmaxoL.  TO  sEPOBsr  fxom  zeds 


HOLYHEAD 

union: 

PA&ISR^fl. 

^ 

Popn]». 
tlon. 

Aye- 
wgw. 

Coutty 

Tata*. 

tbm. 

5o.ari[nkni 

Ftoipert 
Rellmdfii 
eachPsri^ 
fiMTthe  Half 
YoaraikUiig 
2KhlfaMb, 
I860; 

Pimportloii 
of  Belief 

to  Union 
Panpcrs, 

to  coditlng' 
AterafM. 

.     No.of 
Panpen 
bekmginrto 

ReUoYOd 

daring 

kift 

Hdf  Tear. 

Amonnt 
of  Rdiefto 

Panpen 

belongiDgto 

theFhrUi 

for  the  Year 

ending 

25th  Match, 

1860. 

percent  perC^ 

oaRdfef     fli  . 

toSettkd    CoQty 

Poot     Tihafift 

£. 

£. 

£. 

Ab6fffirttw»       -       • 

6^1 

I,9» 

480 

5,245 

173 

880 

1T3 

581 

81 

W 

ft  ^1  -  ,1  n  _M 

■'■Miocrn  •       •       • 

^^»u 

14» 

881 

1  9,9a 

78 

285 

188 

316 

U 

6 

Bcdiwog  •       •       • 

igsst 

SAD 

51 

2,010 

7 

86 

27 

88 

4H5 

Hi 

CCBUtlO^*         •        • 

eso 

171 

87 

628 

6 

65 

88 

74 

tt 

m 

Ciii Ijuliiw en  -       " 

l,80i 

58S 

173 

1,976 

46 

18(» 

!           ^ 

160 

78 

H 

nm^wjn       •       • 

woe 

547 

181 

1,794 

13 

137 

72 

191 

7H5 

7 

HolylHU.       -       - 

0;oii 

8,868 

1,582 

18,688 

859 

1,180 

S28 

1,898 

m 

^ 

TJitlWMft  ... 

700 

75 

28 

848 

— 

21 

4 

21 

m 

U 

TJtthnlan       • 

9,094 

352 

240 

2^7 

15 

180 

48 

804 

88 

7 

lfi» 

602 

170 

2,048 

11 

128 

86 

187 

100-74 

frS 

UandrygtrA     • 

t^dOB 

420 

180 

2,513 

8 

87 

28 

80 

109 

n 

IlmfiMhsBth     •       • 

i;m6 

566 

101 

1,769 

8& 

78 

45 

98 

SHS 

«c 

IkdllMlog 

1,468 

800 

106 

1,787 

69 

148 

87 

220 

88 

H 

UuAMHj      -       . 

t^SM 

427 

167 

2^1, 

22 

125 

88 

217 

« 

i 

l,0fi9 

984 

81 

1,007 

86 

60 

29 

68 

100 

« 

UanfigMl-       .       . 

408 

150 

86 

579 

8 

65 

88 

54 

12045 

U« 

1,074 

»0 

85 

612 

— 

68 

16 

70 

90 

l«5 

UttifWiog.       *       * 

1,016 

262 

88 

1,595 

6 

67 

48 

126 

58 

48 

UUuigwjAui      •       * 

1,480 

281 

70 

1,568 

4 

51 

28 

72 

70^6 

)« 

liamiiyddlad    - 

1,005 

796 

197 

2,097 

19 

147 

96 

292 

'     «) 

f 

TJ«^«al«^ 

4»Me 

^•8 

M8 

9y6M 

28 

194 

ft 

888 

78 

99 

i,«n 

«86 

m 

1,^67 

8 

88 

48 

90 

91 

i 

Uechylched      •       . 

1,668 

654 

161 

1.728 

80 

120 

52 

188 

83^5 

T 

BlKMoolyn        -      . 

%l» 

488 

149 

1,659 

18 

112 

46 

137 

8H5 

f;5 

TreiiBl<^inii     - 

•  1,500 

775 

185 

i;888 

83 

188 

60 

188 

108^5 

IfrS 

58,847 

21,114 

5,888 

65,286 

1,452 

4,in7 

1,506 

4,970 

81 

^ 
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Appaidix,  No.  8. 


FAPEBS  delivered  in  by  Mr.  B.  O.  Chamberlain,  19  Jane  1860. 


*  of  Bates  levied  in  tbe 

LEIC 
several  P 

ESTEB    TTNION. 

>  the  Pass 

Akouni 

arishes  therein,  during  the  Five  Years  prior  tc 

nngof 

9  &  10  Vict  c.  66,  and  the  Five  Years  succeeding  the  same. 

Yetn  ending 

Annual 

Aferage 

Tears  ending 

Rateable 
Talne. 

Annnal 

Average 

at 

PARISHSS. 

Ttlne. 

Rata 
inthe£. 

Rate 
intlie£. 

PABISHE6. 

Rate 
intlie£. 

Rate 

intlie£« 

£. 

t.    d. 

«.  d.    , 

£. 

J.   d* 

$.     d. 

1842 

An  Saints      - 

7,616 

8     8 

' 

1847 

An  Saints     - 

6,767 

7     - 

St  Leonafd  - 

1,028 

4     - 

St  Leonard  - 

1,022 

7     8 

St  Margaret  - 

68,400 

4     6 

St  Margaret 

60,680 

6     6 

St  Martin     - 

16,768 

8     8 

4     9| 

St  Martin     - 

16,688 

2  10 

a  6 

St  Mary'      . 

24,490 

4     9 

St  Mary 

26,476 

4     9 

The  Newarke 

1,721 

2     8 

The  Newarke 

1,788 

4     6 

St  l^icholas 

2,488 

8     - 

St  Nicholas  - 

2,662 

7     6 

Casde  View  - 

298 

8     8 

, 

ima 

Castle  View  - 
£. 

286 

6     8 
10     4 

112,1)84 

116,208 

1848 

AnStthite      - 

7t6Q7 

AHSotfte     . 

651669 

\ 

St  Leonard  - 

1,028 

6    - 

St  Leonard  - 

1,024 

8     - 

St  Margaret 

69,068 

6     - 

St  Margaret 

61,460 

8     8 

St  Martin     - 

16,786 

4     - 

6     -i 

St  Jilarun 

16,916 

4     2 

St.  Mary 

24,646 

4     ^ 

St  Maiy       - 

26,606 

4     9 

'  7     4 

TheNewaike 

1,78« 

2  10 

The  Newarke 

1,741 

6     1 

St  Nicholaf  - 

2,621 

7     6 

St  Nicholas  - 

2,691 

9     8 

CastfeVicw  - 
£. 

271 

9     9 

8     - 

1849 

Castle  View  - 
£. 

5J82 

4     9 
8     6 

- 

118,407 

117,869 

1844 

AUSaiBte     ^ 

7,818 

'  An  Saints      -  ^ 

6^667     ; 

> 

St  Leonard  • 

1,022 

6     6 

St.  Leonard  • 

1,016 

4     9 

St  Maraaret 

68,802 

4     6 

St  Margaret    * 

69,067    ^ 

6    - 

St  Martin     - 

16,723 

8  10 

4    7 

St  Martin     • 

17,226 

8     8 

6     8} 

St  Maiy 

24,8i2 

4     1 

St  Mary       - 

26,848    i 

8  10 

The  Newarke 

1,734 

2  11 

The  Newarke 

1,664 

4     4 

StNicholaB  - 

&,660 

7     2 

St  Nichdas  - 

2,696    : 

7     8 

Castle  View  - 
£. 

291 

4     - 

7     4 

1860 

Castle  View  - 
£. . 

281 

8     8 
6     8 

^ 

113,682 

116,899    : 

1845 

All  Saints      • 

7,407 

An  Saints     -  ' 

6,701    ^ 

St  Leonard  - 

1,021 

4     9 

St  Leonard  - 

l^Oll    J 

4     1 

St  Margaret 

66,986 

4     1 

St.  Margaret 

69,810    ' 

6     2 

StMarSn     - 

16,710 

8     6 

•  4     IJ 

St  Martin     - 

16,916    , 
27,186 

2     6 

St  Mary 

24,974 

8     4 

St.  Mary 

2  10 

)  ^     ^ 

The  Newarke 

1,787 

2     9 

The  Newarke 

1,78A    1 
2,680 

8  11 

St  TJicholas  - 

2,676 

7     8 

St  Nicholas  - 

6     - 

Castle  View  - 

290 

8     9 
6     8 

) 

Castle  View  - 

281 

2     - 
6     2 

/ 

111,699 

118i,ft99 

1846 

An  Saints      - 

QfiQ^ 

AU  Sainte      -  • 

7g6l6    I 

St  Leonard  - 

1,022 

4     4 

St  Leonard  - 

1,008 

4     9 

St  Margaret 

69,978 

4     - 

St  Margaret 
St  Martin     -  ^ 

69,961 

4     6 

fit  Martin     - 

16^01 

8     2 

|8  10} 

17,048 

2     9 

8     7| 

St  Mary 

26,128 

8     - 

St  Mary        - 

26,976 

8     2 

The  Newarke 

1,739 

8     - 

The  Newarke 

1,808 

2  10 

St  Nicholas  - 

2,687 

^  11 

- 

St  Nicholas  - 

2,646 

6    - 

Castle  View  - 
£. 

290 

8     6 

3i.« 

Castle  View  - 
£. 

272 

8     - 

116,063 

- 

22    6 

117,617 

- 

S6     1} 

0.86- 

1 
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APPENDIX  TO  REPORT  FROM  THE 


Appendix,  No.  3. 


TABLE  showing  the  Amount  of  Poob  Rat£S  in  the  Pound  in  the  several  Parishes, 
for  the  Five  Years  preceding  and  succeeding  the  passing  of  the  9  &  10  Vict  c.  66. 


PARISHES. 


All  Saints      - 
St  Leonard  - 
St  Margaret 
St  Martin     - 
St  Maiy 
The  Newarke 
St  Nicholas  • 
Castle  View  - 


Total  Amount 

of 
Rites  in  the  £. 

for  the 
First  Fire  TeaiB. 


Tottl  Amount 

of 

Rates  in  the  £. 

for  the 

Second  Five  Tears 


£.   s.  d. 

1   19  S 

18  7 

]     2  1 

-  18  2 

-  19  7 

-  14  2 
1  17  2 

-  18  8 


£.  s.     d. 

1  16     8 

1     8  10 

1   10  6 

-  15  11 

-  19  4 
1  1  7 
1  16  5 

-  18  8 


Increase. 


£.     $.     d. 
-     8     4 


-75 


Decrease. 


£.    t.     d. 
-     8     - 


-  2     8 

-  -     8 

-  -     9 


Amount  Expended  in  Rfxtep  to  Non-settled  and  Non-resident  Foor^  during  the  Years 

before-mentioned. 


TEA.RS 
Rndinc  at  MiflifHTfii 


1842 
1848 
1844 
♦1845 
1846 

1847 
1848 
1849 
1850 
1851 


Expended 

on 

NoiMettled  Poor. 


£•       s.  d. 

ifiOO    -  - 

ifiOO     -  - 

2,015  18  5 

2,798  12  8| 

858     -  - 

414  18  8| 

560  18  1 

888     5  7} 
1,008     6  10 


Expended 

on 

Non-resident  Poor. 


£•     $.  d. 

500    ^  ^ 

500     ^  -^ 

500    --  -- 

511  14  5 

702  16  1 

291  10  10 

119  19  5 

148  6  9 

189  16  4 

174  8  8 


Receipts 
Ofer  Fsyments. 


£•      s.  d. 

iflOO    -  - 

ifiOO    -  - 

ifiOO    -  - 

1,504     4  -- 

2,008  16  7} 

61     9  2 

294  16  lOf 

417     6  4 

698     0  8^ 

888  18  7 


*  Until  the  Isthalf-year  of  1845,  the  non-settled  a^coiuits  were  kept  bj  the  overseers,  and 
no  correct  data  can  be  fonnd ;  from  Ladj-day  to  Michaelmas  in  that  year  thej  amounted  to 
1,007  ^  19<.  2ld,  at  which  rate  the  yearly  amount  is  stated.  The  non-resident  poor,  during 
the  same  period,  were  paid  through  the  relieving  officers,  and  the  sum  51 1  U  14 «.  5  (/•  is  calcu- 
lated at  the  same  rate.    The  figures  in  itaUa  are  estimated  amounts. 


1  June  1859. 


B.  O.  Chamberlain^  Clerk. 
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APPENDIX  TO  RKPOBT  PROM  THE 


▲ppondix,  Ko.  3* 


LEICESTER   UNION. 

BETURN  of  the  Sums  charged  to  the  several  Parishes  in  the  Union^  under  the  Head  of 
*'  Common  Chabges"  and  "Irremovable  Poor,"  for  the  Years  ending  respectivdy 
at  Lady  Day  1848  and  1858,  aj^rtioned  acoording  to  the  then  existmg  Averages;  tad 
likewise  showing  what  those  Apportionments  would  have  been  had  they  been  made  upon 
the  Rateable  Value  of  the  Property  in  eadi  PariA. 

For  the  Year  ending  Lady  Day  1848. 


Proportion 

If  apportioned 
on  the 

PARISHES. 

of 

of 

TOSAM. 

Rateable  Value 

CommoD  Charges. 

Irremovable  Poor. 

•«f  each  (Pariah. 

« 

£.      s.    4. 

£•     *.     dL 

£.       5.       i 

£.    5.    d. 

AUSaints 

879     8     1 

482  17     8i 

862     6     9i 

898  19     2 

St.  Leonnrd 

89  10     4 

60     6     dj 

89  16     7i 

61     3  10 

St.  .Margaret     ... 

1,487  10     6 

1,824     9     6  i 

3,261   19  \\\ 

8,686  10     8 

St.  Martin         «        •        . 

468     8     4 

676  16  10 

1,080    ^     2 

1,014     9     6 

St.  Mary - 

636  19     6 

809  11     3 

1,446  10     9 

1,696  16     6 

TheNewarke    ... 

26     8  11 

88  12     7  i 

60     1     6i 

104     7     8 

St.  Nicholas      . 

120  18     2 

163  14  11 

274  18     1 

161     7     6 

Castle  View      ... 

6  18     8 

8  10     2 

16     3  10 

16  16  11 

Totals  -    .  £. 

3,099  12     6 

*  3,939  18     4 

7,039  10     9 

7,089  10     9 

Far  the  Tear  ending  Lady  Day  1868. 


PKq[>ortioa 

Proportion 

If  apportioned 

PARI8HJBB. 

of 

of 

Totals. 

Rateable  Value 

- 

Common  Chargte. 

Irremovable  Poor. 

ofeachflPariflh. 

£.      s.    tL 

£.    s.    A 

£.      s.     d. 

£.    .s.     d. 

AUSaints         -        -        - 

806     6    « 

606  18     7 

912    -     1 

648     7     8 

St.  Leonard       ... 

83    7     - 

66  18  10 

99     6  10 

70     4     64 

St.  Margaret    -        -        - 

2,010     1     2 

8,978     -     1^ 

6,988     1     8  i 

6,619     7     6 
1,196  14    ^4 

St.  Martin         -        - 

277  13     6 

649  10     7 

827     4     - 

St  Mary - 

628  16     2 

1,036  IS.   1 

1,660    9     8 

2,041   11     6| 

The  Newnrke    - 

22  16     8 

46    a    2 

67  19  10 

126     8     2] 

St.  Nicholas      -        - 

116     7     2 

280     6     7 

346  12    « 

186     7     7 

Castle  View      - 

1  16     2 

8  11     2 

6     7     4 

18  19     4 

Totals  -    -  £, 

3,292     4     3 

6,614  16     1} 

9,807     -     4 1 

9,807     -    4| 

^  This  indades  'diree-fonr^  oi  the  year  only:;  the<cbai;ge  of  the  irremovable  poor  to  the  oMiaon 
fimd  being  first  authorised  by  statute  in  July  1847. 


J^o^e.^Theavenc;e8Were  10,206/.  in  1848,  and  9,082  J.  in  1868. 


B.  G.  Chawberlaifh  Clerk. 
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App^ftdUt  I^Oi  4. 


TABLE  showing  the  Comparative  Cost  of  Relief  to  Settled  and  Irremovable  Poor  in  the  several  Ukiovs 
in  Mr.  Lamj&qkt's  BxaTRiCT>  tor  ibe  Hal£-j«iir  epded  Michaehnas  1859. 


S. 

Sbttlbo  Poor. 

. 

UNION 

1 

In  Maintenance. 

Q^wm 

IW^^ 

In  Mafaitenanoe. 

Ont-Relief: 

Total. 

£.    a^    i. 

^     ^i\ 

A 

£.   9.  4^ 

^.    «. 

d. 

£.    t.    d. 

£.    t.    rf. 

Aihboorae 

• 

313  19    - 

- 

915    -    - 

34  16 

~ 

254  18    - 

289  14    - 

BakeweU-        - 

•        " 

271  11     - 

922  13 

— 

1,194    4    - 

51  15 

~ 

497  16    - 

549  11    - 

Bdper     -       - 

. 

492  11    - 

1,044     1 

.• 

1,536  12    - 

56    2 

. 

525  11    - 

581  13    - 

Serener  -        • 

• 

208  11    - 

1,097  16 

- 

1,306    7    - 

66    3 

• 

597    3    - 

663    6    - 

Bingham.        - 

. 

165  U    -^ 

781    5 

- 

947    3    - 

4  14 

^ 

104  a  - 

111 

BoBton     - 

• 

n6    8    - 

3,094    8 

- 

4,41<^t6    - 

34    4 

• 

975  17    - 

1,030    1    - 

Bonnie   - 

»       • 

359    2    - 

1,422    4 

•• 

IjTMl     4     m 

16  la 

*% 

;        604  18    - 

638    8    - 

Bridlington      - 

• 

104  13    - 

838  16 

- 

943    9    - 

25    7 

- 

197  13    - 

223    -    - 

Cairtor    -      * 

A       * 

aa&i4  - 

2,144    8 

— 

2,533    2    - 

68    9 

- 

542  13    - 

611    2    - 

Cazton  and  ArringtOB 

271  18    - 

1,368    2 

- 

1,640 

4  19 

» 

47  13    - 

52  12    - 

Cliesterfield      - 

. 

348    5    - 

1,642    6 

- 

.       1^90  11    - 

180  14 

« 

1,659    6    - 

1,840    -    - 

Derby      -       - 

• 

327  18    - 

282  15 

- 

610  13    - 

139  11 

. 

524     7    - 

663  18    - 

Driffield  -       - 

- 

246    6    - 

1,198  11 

- 

1,444  17    - 

21  18 

- 

418  16    - 

440  14    - 

East  Retford    - 

- 

137    2    - 

703  19 

— 

841     1    - 

7  13 

. 

139  10    - 

147    3    - 

. 

193  16    - 

US?    f 

- 

1     %4Xk    X   ^ 

53    6 

. 

629  12    - 

682  18    -. 

Oainiborough  • 

• 

372    7    - 

1,766  12 

« 

2,138  19    - 

82    2 

- 

446  19    - 

529    1    - 

OlanfordBqgt 

- 

443    5    - 

2,967    5 

- 

3,410  10    - 

70  19 

- 

779  10    - 

850    9    - 

Goole 

- 

291  10    - 

878    2 

- 

1,|69  12    - 

29  12 

« 

2319  17    - 

329    9    - 

Orantham 

.* 

390    3    - 

X847  16 

- 

2,^7  19    - 

122  13 

- 

634    -    - 

756  13    - 

Great  Onaebom 

m             m 

100  17    - 

696  16 

■^ 

I         797  13    * 

17    9 

- 

87  1ft   <^ 

105    7    - 

Gniflboroogh    - 

•. 

95  19    ^ 

640  15 

^ 

7M4  14    - 

28  10) 

- 

3Q4  19    *r 

333    9    - 

aelmtlej-       - 
Holbeaeh 

-             «• 

W    7    • 

407    8 

^ 

468  15    - 

15  lOt 

~ 

HU    -r 

90    8    . 

•             « 

436  14    -» 

XJM    t 

- 

1,6?2  14    - 

ia»  - 

- 

325  14    w 

6h      %      m 

464  13    ^ 

Homeastle       • 

m 

416  16    - 

t^i2    . 

- 

2,608  16    - 

61  14 

- 

724    2    - 

fiowden  - 

•« 

260    3    -^ 

<  841    9 

-. 

i    i,iai  12  - 

19    7 

»* 

1      m  %  n 
3^4  U   - 

225  14    - 

Huntingdon      % 

- 

9^    I    ^ 

Wli    2 

- 

2,7>70    a    m 

36    4 

- 

334  17    - 

Kingston-npen-nD' 

— 

-^ 

— 

— . 

1-           ^^ 

.. 

Kirkby  Moociide 

m  6  ^ 

Mi    8 

-- 

46»  14    - 

4    4 

- 

1^14   - 

64  17    - 

235    7    - 

1,^9  17 

— 

l,a65    4    - 

55    8 

^ 

3$7    4    w 

392  13    « 

Lincoln   - 

Mft    5    ^ 

tj8iia 

m 

3,238  18    • 

104  14 

. 

1,031  14    w 

1      1,136    4    - 

Lonth      -       • 

399    4    - 

8,547    4 

^ 

3346    8    - 

101    2 

. 

1,019    d   - 

1,120    4    - 

Malton    - 

404    3    <» 

IM^    4 

#- 

1.628    9    y 

32  13 

- 

225  18    ^ 

258  11    - 

Newark   -       - 

341     5    - 

2,044  18 

^ 

2,3^6    3    - 

54    2 

- 

750  11    - 
17a  14   . 

804  13    - 

NorthaH^rlMr  • 

172  U    ^ 

71&    1 

-« 

482  lA   .i. 

4  14 

«^ 

176    4    - 

North  Witchford 

546    7    - 

882  13 

-. 

1,429    -    - 

66  14 

. 

1^8    -    - 

244  14    - 

Nottingham     - 

1,708  12    - 

2,647    6 

- 

4,355  18    ~ 

486    6. 

. 

1,342    4    - 

1,828  10    - 

Patrington 

157  14    - 

483    9 

- 

6i41    3    - 

18  17 

- 

117  13    - 
6^7    3    - 

136  10    - 

Peterboroofki  ^ 

41ft    3    ^ 

a^tta  15 

- 

3,376  18    ^ 

U2    9> 

p. 

. 789  12    - 

Pickering 

90  16    - 

564    3 

- 

C|54  19    - 

3  16. 

- 

125  12    - 

129    8    - 

Pocklington     •> 

* 

183    7    - 

1,242    4 

- 

1,425  11    - 

8  U 

- 

a»l     4    - 

209  18    - 

Bxpatk      - 
Samtlvea 

imm  - 

SiB    8 

— 

1,065     7    - 

84  15. 

^ 

»;4    3    - 

298  18    - 

353    -    - 

1,612    - 

- 

1,965    -    - 

10    - 

- 

a  14  10    - 

214  10    - 

Saint  Neoto      - 

240    4    - 

2,147  10 

- 

2,387  14    - 

13  17 

. 

325    6    - 

339    3    - 

Scarboro«||^     m 

ttlU    •* 

l,tl»    6 

- 

2,041  19    ^ 

MI9< 

^ 

643  18    - 

603  17    - 

Scnlcoatea 

816    3    - 

1,347  18 

- 

2,164     1    - 

105     I 

• 

6  6  10    - 

621  11    - 

Selby       -       - 

197    5    - 

995  13 

- 

1.192  18    - 

30    91 

. 

2 16  11    - 

257    -    - 

Shardlow.        * 

397  13    - 

1,828  19 

- 

2.t26  12    - 

19    1 

. 

5  13  18    - 

582  19    - 

Skirianglt*        * 

Mt  U    ^ 

444    5 

- 

|96  19    * 

24  181 

p- 

lp8  14    - 

182  12    - 

Sleaford  - 

362  18    - 

1,533  19 

- 

1,196  17    - 

82    7 

. 

466    4    . 
402  11    - 

548  11    * 

Southwell 

254    5    - 

1,751    - 

- 

2,405    5    - 

29  a 

- 

491  19    - 

Spalding-        - 

634  17    - 

990  14 

- 

1,525  11    - 

Ml  15 

. 

817  »    - 

479  13    - 

Spilaby    - 

365 

4,285  10 

- 

4,650  10    - 

29  11 

- 

876    2    - 

905  13    _ 

Stamfords 

411     1    •- 

1,471    4 

•• 

1»464    4    . 

ft  14 

^ 

64^  »f    ^   . 

993  12    - 

4Stoketley- 

75  12    - 

779    2 

- 

854  14    - 

1  16 

« 

159  14    - 

161  10    - 

Think     .        - 

189  17    - 

587    9 

- 

777    6    - 

32    - 

- 

201     9    - 

233    9    . 

Thome    - 

289  H    - 

1,083    » 

— 

1,382  19    - 

28    1 

« 

204  12    - 

232  13    - 

Whitby    -        - 

253    8    - 

1,026  11 

- 

1,279  19    - 

141  10 

_ 

487  16    - 

629    6    - 

Whittlesey*      - 

— • 

•w 

— 

«. 

«wf 

Wisbedi*       . 

iMU  - 

3,794  18 

- 

4,664  12    - 

163  13 

^ 

446     7    - 

1,218'"2    - 
512  11    - 
976  15    ^ 

"Worksop  - 

252  11    - 

1,106    3 

- 

1.358  14    - 

66    4 

^ 

York        .        - 

£. 

390  13    - 

1,735    7 

- 

2,126 

209    8 

- 

767    7    - 

20,026    4    - 

106,952  13 

- 

106,952  17    - 

3,832    6 

- 

27,112  13    - 

30,944  19    - 

*  ^'  ^•t''^*  V^^  comprised  in  Kfaigston-npon-HuU  and  Whittlesey  being  united  for  the  purposes  of  ratmg  and  settlement  the  r«b.».« 


0.95- 


31.4 
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APPENDIX  TO  REPORT  FROM  THE 


Appendix,  No.  5. 


PAPER  deUvered  in  by  Mr.  Alfred  Moore. 


TOWNSHIP  OF  LEEDS, 
In  the  Borongh  of  Leede,  County  of  York. 


BikTEABLE  Value  of  Hie  Propertt  Assessed  to  the  Belief  of  tbe  Poor, 
as  per  Bate  conjaimed  22  October  1859.         -        -        -        -        -£.292,449 


TOWNSHIP  OP  LEEDS. 


Kmnber 

of 

Poor  Persons 

sent  to 
Ireland  under 
the  Authority 
of  the  Statute, 

8&9Vict 
c  117,  in  the 

course  of 
the  Tear  end- 
ing 25  March 
1860. 

Date  of 

the  Warrant  of 

Remo?alin 

ererjcase. 

Name  of 

the 

Head  of  the  Family 

(in  the 

case  of  a  Family, 

or  of  the  Individual  in 

the 

case  of  a  Single 

Person). 

Number  of 

Adults 

and  Children 

included 

m 

each 

Warrant 

Name 

of 

the  Place  where 

such  Person 

(tiieHeadofthe 

FamUy 

in  the  case  of 

a  Fkunily,  or  of 

the 
Indifidualinthe 

case  of  a 
Single  Person) 

wast 

supposed  to  be 

bom. 

Name  of 

the 

Porttowhidi 

he  (or  she) 

was  sent 

Amount 

of 

Money,  if  any, 

Paid  to  the 

Poor  Person  upon 

Adults. 

Child- 
ren 

under 
16. 

RemoraL 

3 

4 

1 

S 

1859. 
23  May      - 

27  May      . 

28  October 

1860. 
15Maidi  . 

Thomas  O'Brien      - 
David  McCole 
Mary  Stanton  - 

BridgetHinea-       . 

1 
1 
1 

'   1 

2 
3 

2 

Sligo     .       - 
Not  known 
Galway 

Roacrea 

Dublin     .| 
LoDdendeRy/ 
DuhBn     .{ 

Dublin    -| 

«.  d. 

2    6  money. 
2    6piofisioM. 

2  -monev. 

3  -  profisioiuu 

15    -money. 

1  6  prorisioni* 

5    -money. 

2  6  proTisioiis. 

N.B.'^li  it  the  practioe  in  Leedt  for  an  officer  to  go  with  the  parties*  see  them  on  board  the  vessel,  and  pay  the  tut. 

Dated  the  21st  day  of  June  1860. 


Xo  the  Poor  Law  Board, 
&o«  &c«  ftc. 


(signed)       Boh^ri  /.  H.  Seigwiek, 

Assistant  Qerk  to  the  Onaidiiiii* 
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Appendix,  No.  6. 


PAPER  deUvered  in  by  Mr.  Thomas  F.  Hedley. 


SUNDERLAND    UNION. 


Sunderland  Union  contains  an  area  of  11,944  Acres;  Population  in  1851,  70,576. 

^       Rateable  value  in  1857 £•  180,233. 

It  is  divided  into  three  districts  for  relief,  viz.,  Sunderland,  Bishopwearmouth,  and  Monkwearmouth. 

The  Number  of  Paupers  relieved  on  the  Isi  January  1859,  were: — 

Out-doors,  Sunderland        -        -        .        .      C97     -    of  which  282  were  irremovable. 
Bishopwearmouth       ...       807     -  „         429         ditto. 

Monkwearmouth  -        -        -       688    -  „        236         ditto. 


9* 


Totals 


2,192    - 


In-door 


376    - 


The  Total  Number  of  Paupers  relieved  for  the  year  ending  25th  March  1860,  were  7,675,  of  which  8,357 
-were  irremovable. 

The  cost  of  relief  was.      In-door        £.2,634  11     6    -    of  which  the  irremovable  cost    £.  720  11     1 


Out-door  6,189     2     8 

Non-resident  38     6    6 


ditto 


£.8,862     -     8 


The  other  common  charges  apportioned,  according  to  existing  averages,  were 

Total  Common  Fund  Charges    - 


2,515     3  6 

8,235  14  7 

-     2,392  14  82 

£.  5,628     9  3j^ 


An  equal  Pound  Rate  ofl^d.  in  the  Pound  upon  the  Property  of  the  Union  would  have  provided  this  Amount, 
which,  according  to  the  existing  Averages,  was  apportioned  as  follows : — 


Relief  Disthict. 

Township. 

Area. 

Population 

in 

1851. 

Rateable 

Value 

in  1857. 

Common  Fund 

Charges 
Apportioned. 

At  the  Rate 

in 
the  Pound. 

A.  r.  p. 

£. 

£.     8.    d. 

d. 

1.  Sunderland         ... 

Sunderland  - 

178  0  0 

19,058 

88,445 

1,949  12     5 

14 

2.  Bishopwearmouth 

Bishopwearmouth 
Panns ... 
Ford    -        .        . 
Ryhope 
Tunstall 

2,665  0  0 

5  0  0 

1,000  0  0 

1,876  0  0 

801   0  0 

31,824 

816 

1,922 

475 

70 

98,615 
1,394 
5,467 
5,857 
1,583 

2,052     -     5 

95     8     1 

159     6     2 

24     9  10 

9  12     7 

5i 

16i 

7 

1 

H 

3.  Monkwearmouth 

Monkwearmouth  - 
Shore  .        .        - 
Hylton 
Southwick    - 
FuUweU        - 

Totals    -    - 

616  0  0 

308  0  0 

2,670  0  0 

1,018  0  0 

807  0  0 

8,366 

10,109 

546 

2,721 

169 

6,152 
20,255 

2,842 
7,602 
2,021 

249     9  11 

856  13  10 

47     2     8 

173     6     5 

11     7     4i» 

91 

lOi 

4 

H 

11,944  0  0 

70,576 

180,233 

5,628     9     8} 

The 
The 


proportion  paid  by  Sunderland,  as  above,  on  the  existing  averages,  is    - 
proportion  payable  by  Sunderland  on  rateable  value,  would  be 


-     £.  1,949  12     5 
1,045     -     8 


Paid  in  excess  on  Averages 


-    -     £.     904  12     2 


The  rates  in  Sunderland  parish  are  higher  than  in  anv  other  parish  in  the  Union ;  and  if  the  irremovable  poor  and 
common  charges  are  increased  on  the  present  basis  of  charges  upon  the  averages,  the  inequality  of  rates  will  be  still 
farther  increased. 


0.95. 
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Appendix,  No.  7- 


ROYSTON   UNION. 


Number  of  Vagrants  relieved  in  the  Roybton  Union,  and  the  Cost  of  their  Main- 
tenance, during  the  Year  ended  Lady-day  I860. 

Number  of  Vagrants : — 

Men 327 

Women        -         --         -----75 

Children 51 

Total    -    -    -    -    453 

Maintenance  -        -'-        -        -        -        -        -£.  9  17J 

W.  Wright,  Relieving  OflScer. 


Appendix,  No.  8. 


Appendix,  No.  8. 
PAPER  delivered  in  by  the  Rev.  William  Peach,  29  June  1860. 


CHESTERFIELD    UNION. 


PARISHES. 

Acreage. 

Rateable 

Value 

of  each 

Parish  as 

taken  from 

the 

Rate  Books 

of  1858. 

• 
Original 
Averages, 
1837. 

Present      Settled  Poor, 
Half-year 

t      1860,  viz., 
taken   |  Out-relief  and 
Non-resident 
1858.              Poor. 

Total  Cost 
of  IrremoTable 

Poor, 
Half-year  ended 
Lady-day  1860, 

divided 

bjthePh»ent 

Averages. 

Irremovsble 

Poor 

Half-yctt  ended 

Lady^y  1860. 

divided 
by  the  Annoal 

Valseor 
RateabkYahe. 

£. 

£.      ».    d. 

£.     ».    d. 

£.     «.  I 

Ashover  -        .        .        - 

9,190 

8,505 

661 

546 

205    7     n 

268    9    - 

106   6  3 

Barlow,  Great  - 
Barlow.  Little  -        - 
BolsoTer  -        -        -        - 
Bnckenfieldj 

Brampton         -        -        - 
Brimiogton       .        -        . 

3;J72 
512 
4.463 
1.372 
7.920 
1,148 

2,513 
413 
4,629 
1,819 
10,726 
4,145 

102 
22 
456 
117 
643 
61 

89 

1 
154 

8 

386 

63 

11  19    5i 

95  13    3 

14    -    3i 

187  11     -J 

24  16    h\ 

43  15     2 

-    9  10 

75  14     4 

3  18     8 

189  15     8 

30  19     6 

31    8   3 
5    3   3 
57  17   3 
22  14   9 
134    1   6 
5116   3 

Calow      .... 
Chesterfield      - 
Clay  T^ne        ... 
Coal  Aston 

1.279 

213 

1,187 

1,250 

1,639 

19,511 

3,501 

2,424 

116 

1,535 

165 

97 

77 

698 

153 

7 

19    3     1 
216  11     9i 
72    ^    2i 
4     -    -  . 

37  17     2 

343    S     8 

75    4     6 

3    8  10 

20    9   9 

243  17   9 

43  15   3 

30    6   - 

Dronfield- 

2,516 

6,833 

374 

182 

77     1    -i 

89    9     8 

85    8   3 

Eckington        -        .        - 

6,790 

18,464 

851 

568 

170  17    8 

279    5     4 

230  16   - 

Hasland   .... 
Heath       .... 
Holmesfield      .        -        . 

1,983 
1,607 
4,551 

7,687 
1,871 
2.900 

271 

25 

110 

vlOl 
25 
21 

46    2    5 
15    8    9 
11  16    6 

49  13     2 
12    6  10 
10    6     6 

96    1   9 
23    7   9 
36    5   - 

Killamarsh       .,        -        - 

1,529 

4,337 

215 

91 

36     1    6 

44  14  10 

54    4   3 

Morton    -        .        .        - 

600 

1,491 

72 

8 

- 

3  18     8 

18  12   9 

Newbold  and  Donston 
North  Wingfield        .        . 

2,984 
1,584 

6.612 
2,966 

350 
116 

54 
32 

47  18  Hi 
22  15    6i 

26  11    - 
15  14     8 

82  13   - 
37    1    6 

Pflsley     -        -        -        . 

1.551 

1,960 

138 

77 

28  10    5 

37  17    2 

24  10  - 

Shirland  and  Higham 
•Staveley   .        -        -        - 
Stretton  .        .        -        . 
Satton^com-Dnckmanton  - 

2,942 

6.635 

1,474 

,     4,296 

,      5,356 

18,510 

2,455 

4,742 

352 
674 
130 
135 

152 
352 

48 
70 

50    6    8f 
133    3    4 
25  16  lU 
U     1    - 

74  14    8 
'       173     1     4 

1        23  12    - 
34     8     4 

66  19   - 

231    7   6 

30  13   9 

59    5   6 

Tipton     .... 
Temple  Nonnanton  - 
Topton    -        -        -        - 

652 

'       600 

800 

1,777 

614 

2,344 

57 
28 
92 

1 

9 

18 

6  10    9} 
3    9- 
8    6    2i 

-    9  10 
4     8    6 
8  17    - 

22    4   3 

7  13   6 

29    6   - 

Unttone   .        -        -        . 

'     2,119 

2.576 

215 

72 

13    6    b\ 

35    8    - 

32    4   - 

Walton    .... 
Wessington       ... 
Whittington     - 
Wingerworth    -        -        - 
Woodthorpe     .        -        - 

2,351 

960 

1      1,573 

,      2,890 

839 

4,173 
1,249 
5,279 
4,011 
2,255 

175 
114 
163 
167 
76 

61 
44 
80 
99 

18 

29-6 
11  13    li 
33  12    1 
22  17    2| 
10-3} 

Balance  -  - 

29  19  10 
21  12    8 
39    6    8 
48  13    6 

8  17    - 

9  3    2i 

52    3   3 
15  12    3 
65  19   9 
50    2   9 
28    3   9 

26  13  Hi 

Totals    -    .    . 

85,732 

170,287 

8,874 

4,365 

1,667    5    7f 

2,155    5    Si 

i 

2,155    5   8i 

Digitized  by 


Google 


•  • 


SELECT  COMMITTEE  ON  IRREMOVABLE  POOR. 


459 


Af^endiXy  No.  9. 


PAPER  delivered  in  by  Mr.  Richard  Burrows,  29  June  1800. 


Appendix,  No.  9. 


BASFORD    UNION. 


Aferage. 

Rateable 
Value. 

Common 
Chargea 

CoQUBon 

Charge 

on  Rateable 

By  being  Charged  on 
Rateable  Vahie. 

on  Average. 

Value. 

Loss. 

Gain. 

£.     », 

d. 

£.      «.    d. 

£.    ».    d. 

£,    ».    d. 

£.    9.    d. 

£.    t.      d. 

Annesley       .        .        - 
Armold-        .        -        - 

59    - 
1,209    - 

- 

2.283     -    - 
8.325    -    - 

32    9    - 
664  19    - 

74    8    - 
271     7    - 

41  19    - 

—       •        . 

393  12    - 

BAfton .        •        •        * 

50     - 

_ 

918    -    - 

27  10    - 

26  13    - 

- 

-17    - 

BMford 

1,122     - 

«. 

19,686    -    - 

608    3    - 

641  14    - 

33  11    - 

— 

Beeston         .        .        - 

468    - 

^ 

8,009    -    - 

257    8    - 

861     1    - 

603  13    - 

""" 

Bilboronh    - 
Bradnore      -        -        . 

47    - 
81     - 

- 

1,512 

1.598    -    - 

25  17    - 
44  11    - 

49    5    - 
52     1    - 

23    8    - 
7  10    - 

— 

Bridgford      - 
BolweU 

38    - 
296    - 

- 

2,496 

4.328    -    - 

20  18    - 
162  16    - 

81     7    - 
141     1    - 

60    9    - 

21  15    - 

Baonf  -        -        -        - 
Burton-        -        .        - 

111     - 

88    - 

- 

2,579    -    - 

2,348    -    - 

61     1    - 
48    8    - 

84     1    - 
76  10    - 

23    -    - 

28    2    - 

— 

CaWertou       .        .        - 

347     - 

„ 

3,642    -    - 

190  17    - 

118  14    - 

. 

72    3    - 

Carlton          •        .        - 

367    - 

_ 

2.420    -    - 

201  17    - 

78  17    - 

... 

123    -    - 

Clifton  -        -        -        - 

48    - 

- 

3.214    -    - 

26    8    - 

104  15    - 

78    7    -, 

""• 

Codnor-        -        •        - 

201    - 

_ 

5,590    -    - 

110  11    - 

182    6    - 

71  15    - 

"— 

Codnor  Park         -        - 
Colwick 

48    - 
1    - 

- 

2.584    -    - 
3,729 

26    8    - 
-  11    - 

84    4    - 
121  11    - 

57  16    - 
121     -    - 

— 

CowaU-        -        -        - 

31    - 

- 

1,971 

18    -    - 

69    5    - 

51     5     - 

— ■ 

Eastwood      -        .        - 

160    - 

. 

4,837 

88    -     - 

157  13    - 

69  13    - 

— 

FcUcy  .... 

22    - 

- 

381    -     - 

12    2    - 

12    8    - 

-    6    - 

— 

Gamston       •        >        • 

15    - 

^ 

940    -    - 

8    5- 

30  12    - 

22    7    - 

— 

GedUog         - 

Gotham         ... 

Greasley        ... 

90    - 

113    - 

1,014    - 

- 

2,537     -    - 

2,002 

13,068 

49  10    - 

62    3    - 

567  14    - 

82  14    - 

65    5    - 

425  19    - 

33    4    - 
3    2- 

131  15    - 

Heanor          -        •        - 

771    - 

^ 

3,737 

424     1     - 

121  16    - 

- 

302    5    - 

Hucknall       -        -        - 

390    - 

- 

5,925 

214  10    - 

193    2    - 

... 

21    8    - 

Ilkeston        .        .        - 

929    - 

. 

10,282    -    - 

510  19    - 

335    3    - 

. 

175  16    - 

Kirkby          -        -        - 

287    - 

- 

7.893    -    - 

157  17    - 

257    5    - 

99    8    - 

t 

Lamblay 

Lynby  -        -        -        • 

244    - 
110    - 

- 

2,625 

1^37 

145    4    - 
61  10    - 

85  11    - 
59  17    - 

.        I       . 

59*13    - 
1  13    - 

Newstead       .        -        • 

47    - 

^ 

1,752    -    - 

25  17    - 

57    2    - 

31    5    - 

— 

Nathan 

101    - 

- 

3,213    -    - 

55  11    - 

104  14    - 

49    3    - 

""" 

Papplcwick    -        .        - 

125    . 

- 

1,601    •    - 

58  15    - 

52    3    - 

- 

6  12    - 

RuddingloA  - 

226    - 

- 

6,274    -    - 

124    6    - 

204  10    - 

80    4    - 

"~" 

Selfton-        .        .        - 

278    - 

_ 

5,920    -    - 

152  18    - 

192  19    - 

40    1    - 

— 

Shipley 

Stoke    .        .        •        • 

155    - 
43    - 

- 

4.065    

1,656    -    - 

85     5    - 
23  13    - 

132  10    - 
53  19    - 

47    5    - 
30    6    - 

... 

Strdley 

ia4  - 

- 

2.314    -    - 

73  14    - 

75    8    - 

1  14    - 

^^ 

Thrumpton   -        -        - 
Trowdl         -        -        - 

9    - 
33    - 

: 

1,493 

2,465    -    - 

4  19    - 
18    3    - 

48    7    - 
80    7    - 

43    8    - 
62    4    - 

^^ 

Wilford         ... 

44    - 

„ 

3,615    -    - 

24    4    - 

117  16    - 

93  12    - 

— 

Wollaton       .        -        - 

145    - 

. 

3,381 

79  15    - 

110    4    - 

40    9    - 

— 

Woodboroagh 

221     - 

- 

2,985    -    - 

121  11    - 

96  14    - 

24  17    - 

Totals    -    -    -  £. 

10,318    - 

- 

174,085 

5,674  18    - 

0.95- 
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PAPER  delivered  in  by  James  Chapman  Otizman,  29  June  1860. 


NEWARK  UNION  FINANCIAL  STATEMENT. 


STATEMENT  OF  ACCOUNT,  showing  the  Receipts,  Expbkditit&e, 


PARISHES. 


BaUnce 

in  fiToiir  of 

etch  Parish 

at  the 


ment  of  this 
Half  Year. 


RECEIPTS. 


Contribations 

paid 

dm^gthis 

Half  Year. 


NOTTINGHAM  ; 

AlTerton  • 
Balderton 
Bamby     - 
Besthorpe 
Brodholme 
Clifton,  North 
Clifton,  Somh 
Coddington 

ColliDgham,  North  • 

CoUingbain,  Sooth  • 

Cotham    -        .  .        • 

Tamdon  -        •  •       • 

Girton      -        ,.  .        . 

Harby      .        .  .        . 

Hawton    .        •  •        • 

Klhington        •  •       . 

Langford  ^        -  •        • 

Newark    .       .  .       . 

Scarle,Soath  •  •  . 
Spalford    .... 

Staunton  -       -  .        • 

Thorney  •  »  •  •> 
WIgsley  .... 
Winthorpe        ... 

LINCOLN : 

Allington-  •  .  . 
Barkaton  •  •  •  • 
Bassingbam  •  ..  • 
Beckh^ham  ... 
Bennington  ... 
Bronghton  ... 
Cariton-le-Moreland  • 
Caythorpe  ... 
Claypole  •  -  .  . 
Doddington  .  •  . 
Penton  -  .  ..  . 
FoBton  -  .  .  - 
Pnlbeck  .... 
Hongham  .        .        . 

Marston  -  .  .  • 
Norton  Dimey 
Sedgebrook  ... 
Scarle,  North  .  .  • 
SUpleford  .  .  . 
Stragglethorpe  •  -  • 
Stubton  .  .  .  . 
Swinderby  •  •  . 
Syston  .  .  •  • 
Thurlby  -  .  -  - 
Westboro'         -        .       - 

Total    -    -    -  jf . 


1  17  9| 

44    2  6| 

16  3  91 

17  16  5{ 
4    7  7 

10  16  9i 

31  9  la 

32  7  1 
31  13  6^ 
36    7  5[ 

3  12  3 
24  13  3^ 
16-7 

4  4  9} 
12    1  5i 


Expenditure  of  correspond-  \ 
ing  Half  of  last  Year     ./ 


As  compared 
with  tbe  cor- 
responding 
Half  of  Last 
Year. 


Increase  of  1 
Ezpendicorej 

Decrease  of  "I 
Expenditure/ 


11  12 

490  16 

13  17 

1    3 
15 
14 

2 

7 


5 
3 

18 
11 


4 

1 
*i 

II 

3* 


16  12 


1,387  12  11| 


10 

265 

70 

55 

15 

65 

80 

145 

185 

180 

35 

115 

50 

51 

140 

15 


Dividends 
or  Parish 
Property 
Prodnce, 

credited  to 

the 
Parishes. 

2. 


£.    s.  d. 


60 
1,300 
55 
20 
45 
50 
15 
45 


50 
40 

140 
95 

155 
95 
25 

135 
75 
15 

80 

130 

80 

60 

35 

45 

50 

40 

5 

5 

20 

65 

10 

45 


Other 
Reoei^ 
sped/ymg 

them. 

Relief 
transferred. 


Balance 
against  eadi 

Parish 
at  the  end 

ofthU 
Half  Year. 


£.    9.    d. 


1    9    71 


1  14    6 
1  10    3 


18    4 

«  » 

-    7    - 


4,561 


-       5 


8  14    6} 


4    2    1) 


d. 


3| 


6  15    -i 


1    2    4f 


4    6    5} 


14    6    3|    15    4    2| 


TOTAL. 


5,983    3    ^ 


EXPENDITURE 


Balance 
against 
each 
Parish  at 
the  com- 


ment of 

this  Half 

Year. 


SEPARATE  CHARGES 


In  Mainte- 


£.  9.  d. 


I    4    7 


£.    9.    d. 


9    9 
15  18 


104 
6 


3  19 

-    7 

12  19 


104 
5J 


2  9 
16  18 

3  19 
7"  9 
3    5 


1 

7* 

7* 


Ont-R^ef. 


Ont^Reiicf  in  1 

Money  and  in  I 

Kind,  incfaulii 

Relief  to 

Noa-ReiadgBf 

Poof. 


135  13 
2    5 

2    8 
5  11 


6 

H 


4| 


11  18 

-  18 

1  15 
11  18  104 

7  19    3 

4    6    74 


3  13    6 

4  2    3 


7  19    3 

7  19    3 

25    8    44 


16  12    -i 


2  10    9 

3  19     74 
7  13    6t 


25  14    6 
17   '5    2J 


1    4     7 1  384  11     84 


410    3     U 


9.    d. 


I 


97  S  2 
18  7  It 
24  18    74 


23 
39 


8    1 
6  Hi 


58  18    4i 


63 
24 

7 
27 


-  9 
5  11} 
16  - 
11  M 
20  17  9 
23  8  - 
20  16  S 
7  10  lOi 
12  15  1^ 
754  18 
12  10 

3  2 
9  16 

19     4 

4  15 
9     6 


U 
11 

1 
4 


26  II 
33  7 
63  18 
66  4 
77  11  84 
69  14    $ 

7  I  lU 
98  1  4 
41  19 
22    9 

2  11 

51  12 

52  6 
55  19 
40    6 

24 14  m 

37  3  7k] 
30  6  lij 
21     3    Si 


Si 


4i 
-\ 

6 

4 

i!: 

5     1 


4  17    3 
14  10    -  , 
27  14    9 

16-' 
27  16   m 


2,183     7    »f 


1,975  16  \H  = 


207  10    9^  I 


25  11    54       . 


Total  Rbcixptc  (exclosire  of  Balances) 


£'  4,580.  6.  4f. 


Digitized  by 


Google 


SELECT  COMMITTEE  ON  IRREMOVABLE  POOR. 


4^1 


Appendix,  No.  10. 


PAPER  delivered  in  by  James  Chapman  Ouzman,  29  June  1860. 
NEWARK  UNION  FINANCIAL  STATEMENT. 


and  Balances,  for  the  Half-Year,  ended  25th  March  1860. 


EXPENDITURE. 


SEPARATE    CHARGES. 


Mabtenanoe 

of 

Lnnatict 

in  Asjloms  or 
Licensed 
Homes. 


Extra 

Medical  Feet 

or 

Payments 

charged  to  the 

Parishes. 


4. 


£.    #.   d. 


21-8 


10  2    3 

11  3    6 
1^  14    4 


9  17    2 


159     6    3i 
9  17    2 


24  13    8^ 
11  14    4i 


4     8- 
11  14     4^ 


18     4     11^ 


11   14    U 
11   14     4| 


335      5    4 


£.     *.    d. 


10    6 

10  e" 


4    2 


5    -    - 
2    -    - 


-  10    6 


-  10    - 
5    -    - 


Vaccination 
Fees. 


£.9.    d 


-  5  - 

-  -  3 

-  6  - 

-  8  - 


-26 
-73 
1  4  8 
18- 
1  11    - 


-  12    6 

-  -    3 
1  10    - 


-  -    3 
5  13    9 

-  6    6 


-  2  6 

-  8  - 

-  -  6 

-  1  - 


10  - 

2  3 

-  9 

8  6 

-  3 


-  10  9 
1     4  6 

-  18  6 
1     1  6 


Registration 
Fees. 


£.  9,  d. 


1  15  6 
-  11  - 
-96 


-  1 

-  2 

-  7 

-  9 
1  12 
1  14 


15    6 
-86 

-  10    - 

-  7    6 


-  4    - 

17  18    - 

-  8    - 


2  6 

2  - 

4  - 

9  - 


-  17    6 

-  13    6 
1     3 
1  10 

-  5 

-  2 
1     5 

-  19 


19    3    6 


231    10    7 


103   14    9 


U  13    6 


7  10 


-  -    3 

-  14    9 

-  3    - 

-  13    3 
-76 


31     1     8 


-  11 
1    - 

1  14 

-  14 

2  17 
1    2 

-  14 

-  15 
1  16 

-  4 


-  5 

-  12 
1     3 

-  10 

-  12 

-  5 

-  10 

-  17 

-  18 

-  2 

-  5 

-  19 

-  2 

-  6 

-  7 


48  17 


County 
Rates. 


£.  9.  d. 

4  15  10 
72  18  4 
25  -  - 
23  10  10 
10  8  4 
18  15  - 
21  17  6 


31 
60 
52 
18 
60 
20 
15  - 
44  11 
6  17 
27  14 


19  13    9 
9    5    5 

20  4     2 

18  10  10 
8    8    8 

19  15  10 


Other  separate  Charges, 
specifying  them. 

8. 


Funerals. 


£.  «.   d. 


1  17    - 


2  14    - 
1     8    6 


Repayments 
of  Relief 

and  other 
Charges. 


£.  *.    d. 


8  14    6} 


1     5 


610    2 


5  19    6 


School 
Account. 


Salaries  of  Officers 

and  other 
Common  Charges 

apportioned 

according  to  the 

Existing  Averages. 

8. 


£.  «.  d. 


Common  Charges. 


,£.  *.  d. 


54  2 
15  7 
10  13 
2  7 
17  9 
13  12 
39  6 
44  19 


-  12  A\ 


9  19  6f 


7  9i 


1  -  2 


57  7  3  51  10 


5  7 


2  13  - 


549  1  9 


53  16  10 


1 
17 
14 

5 
38 

2 

9 


9  11 

6  6 
9  2 

7  4 
9  4 


447  17  10 

3  5  1 

-  17  9 
18  -  11 

10  18  11 

-  5  11 

11  10  9 


31  1  3 
26  12  6 
42  6  1 
35  15  11 

51  3  7 
33  14  6 

17  -  1 

52  7  3 
28  2  1 

7  2- 

7  19  9 
31  13  1 
33  2  8 
31  13  1 

18  -  11 
20  2  4 
25  14  9 
13  6  3 

4  2  10 

1  3  8 

4  14  8 

17  3  2 

15  1  9 

8  17  6 
7  2- 


1,399  5  10 


9  1  10   62  3  -  !  3  6  2 


1,404  4  4^ 


61 


3  2  4 


52  3  5i 


2  6 


4  18  6^ 


Balance 

in  ftiTour  of 

each 

Parish 

at  the  end  of 

the 

Half  Year. 


£.  ».  d. 


1  16  4} 


42  10 
11  19 

32  9 

33  2 
8  18 

15  9 
3  12 


1  7  -i 

6  9  7i 
33  14  5] 
14  1  10] 
19  7  - 

4  16  If 

7  13  n 
4  1  2| 

8  8  7} 

9  4  10 


TOTAl. 


£.  «.  d. 


72  d 

63  - 

179  10 

131  13 


4 
1 

14 
9 
4 


10  16  2 

2  15  5| 

5  2  34 

8  13  7i 


953  5  -J 


187 

142 
34 

176 
92 
30  16 
20  3 
99  3 

165  18 

103  7 
96  9 
50  14 
78  15 
65  10 
55  - 
10  10 
9  17 
44  3 
71  11 
16  13 
61  12 


8 

2i 
lOf 


6f 

2 

4i- 
4 

3!- 

8 

] 

3* 


5,983    3    6| 


Total  ExpiNDiTURB  (exclusive  of  Balances)    ...    £,5028.  13, 


111. 


0.95* 


3M3 
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APPENDIX  TO  REPORT  FROM  THE 


Appendix,  No.  lo. 


Newark  Union  Finaitcial  Statement — eoniinued. 


Name  of  Oeficer. 

Office. 

Half  Year's 
Salary. 

Totals. 

£.   i.    d.     : 

£.    «.  d. 

James  Prior  Laoj     -        .        - 

Medical  Officer       -^ 

. 

41   10    - 

William  Newman      ... 

Medical  Officer      - 

.     ■   . 

10    -     - 

William  FaUdngham  Foottit      - 

Medical  Officer       - 

- 

6    .    .    ! 

John  Broadbent        ... 

Medical  Officer 

• 

22  10     - 

Osborne  Johnson      ... 

Medical  Officer 

. 

8    -     - 

Frederick  J.  Mason 

Medical  Officer       - 

• 

7     -     - 

William  Bell  Inring 

Medical  Offieer 

. 

12    -    - 

William  Deamer      ... 

Medical  Offieer 

.         . 

7     •     - 

114    -   - 

William  Newton       ... 

Clerk     .        -        . 

^        . 

60     -     - 

John  Corlett  and  Wife      - 

Master  and  Matron 

40     -     - 

James  Chapman  .Oazman 

Relieying  Officer     - 

- 

49     -     - 

Thomas  Tinley 

Relieving  Officer     - 

. 

49     -     - 

Reverend  Thomas  Woodman     - 

Chaplain 

- 

16     -     - 

Henry  Chevin          ... 

Schoolmaster,  ^ve  months 

12  10    - 

Emily  Fannj  Burrows 

Schoolmistress 

. 

14     4     - 

Hannah  Betts 

Nurse     - 

. 

7  10     - 

Abigail  Lee      .... 

General  Servant     - 

6     -     - 

242     4    ' 

866     4    - 

Principal  Particulars  of  the  *^  other  Common  Charges.'' 

To  Rations  and  Necessaries  of  Officers  and  Servants  in  Workhouse 
,j  Printing,  Stationery,  and  Advertisements     .        ^        .         .         , 
„  Rates,  Taxes,  and  Repairs  of  Workhouse      .        -         .         .         . 
„  Lunacy  Account        ......... 

„  Extra  Medical  Fees  .-..-.... 

„  Relief  to  Irremovable  Poor,  In-door     ...... 

£.   s.    d. 

DiUo  -        ditto         -         Out-door      -        -     706  19  H 

„  Wayfarers  and  Wanderers    -  ditto  -        -       12  14    - 

„  Other  Expenses  charged  to  the  Common  Fund      .        .        .        . 


£. 


60  19  -J 

81  6  9 
16  19  S 

82  9  6i 
-  10  6 

62  18  8i 


719  18  11 
68     4    2i 


1,899     6  10 


WiUiom  NetBton,  ClerL 
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Appendix,  No.  11, 


Appendix,  No.  11. 


No.  1.— WIRRAL  UNION  ACCOUNTS,  for  the  Year  ending  25  March  1869;  showing  the 
Arety  Population,  and  Numbers  Relieved;  the  Union  Averages;  the  Valuation  of  Rateable 
Property ;  the  Amount  of  MoDej  Levied  and  Expended  for  the  Relief  of  the  Poor,  and  other 
Purposes ;  also,  the  Rates  in  the  Pound  for  Relief  of  the  Poor,  calculated  from  the  Valuation, 
and  the  Proportion  of  Rate^  required  for  purposes  not  connected  with  Relief  -         -         -     p*  ^64 


No.  2. — TABLE  showing  the  Number  of  Irremovable  and  Settled  Poor  residing  in  each 
Township  and  District,  and  the  Cost  of  their  Relief,  together  with  the  Establishment  Charges, 
and  other  Expenses  connected  with  Relief  of  the  Poor.  ......     p.  468 


No.  8. — ^TABLE  showing  the  Cost  of  Paupers  legallj  settled  in  each  Township  whose  Relief  is 
paid  out  of  the  Union  Fund,  and  the  Amount  contributed  according  to  averages  to  Union  Fund 
and  Establishment  Charges  by  each  Township,  and  the  Amount  which  each  would  have  to  pay  if 
such  Relief  and  Charges  were  raised  by  a  Union  Rate  r        -         -         -         -         -p.  469 


No.  4.— COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  showing  the  Population,  the  Rateable  Value,  and  the 
Cost  for  Maintenance  of  the  Poor  in  each  District p.  470 


0.95.  3M4  No,l.— WIRRAL 
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APPEKDIX  TO  REPORT.  FROM  THE 


No.  1.— WIRRAL  UNION  ACCOUNTS,  for  the  Year  ending  26  March  1869  ;  showing  the  Area,  Population,  and  Numbers 

of  the  Poor,  and  other  ParposeB ;  also,  the  Rates  in  the  Pound  for  Relief  of  the  Poor  calailtted 


Population.                  o 

Irremovable  Poor 
belonging  to 

Irremorable  Poor  belonging  to  no 

1 

some  Parish  in 

Pariah  in  the  Union. 

t 

the  Union. 

Amoont 
of 

Coo. 
tiilmtkn 

i 

•t3 

« 

MoDty 

< 

ss 

U3 

1 

5      1 

^ 

Levied 

aad 

TOWNSHIPS. 

3 

ii 

1 

Ii 

"S      Cost 

Cost 

and 

otber 

1 

S 
b 

umber  Residin 
ch  Parish, 
amber  having 

£      of 

X     ReUef 

of 

BeedTed 
in  Aid 

Piyinetts 

to  the 

GO 

"s 
s 

1 

i 

«8 

1 

^1 

1      Paid 
e     out  of 
"Z     Union 
g     Fund. 

i 

9 

i 

i 

1 

^  their 
Relief! 

of 
Rates. 

UBiOfl 

Treiaut:. 

~Ni 

d 

&& 

& 

fc* 

^^l^B\ 

& 

2 

& 

^ 

No. 

?.  1    JVo. 

No. 

No,       No, 

No.   N 

0'     £.    s. 

No. 

No. 

No. 

No. 

£.     $. 

£.    *. 

48  I 

Arrow      -        -        -        - 

666  !      91       106 

27 

182           8 

-      J 

3       15    6 

- 

- 

- 

- 

43  16 

Bidston-cum-Orange 

1,777  i     251       298 

18 

860         U 

-       1 

^       42  18 

- 

- 

- 

- 

« 

198  Id 

15311' 

Birkenhead 

543  12,569  24,255 

8,795 

36,600   1,248 

60       1 

9       16  14  ;    289 

l^Z 

44 

ISO 

2,832    9 

6,806  12 

5,47?  H 

Bamston  -        -        .        . 

950  1     112       239 

38 

272           6 

8       , 

5         9  11  1        2 

- 

- 

- 

8  18 

52  10 

43  i 

Claughton-cum-Orange     - 

675  I     224       714 

138 

1,210 ;      8 

1 

I         6  18           6 

- 

- 

- 

I    5 

198  19 

14S  - 

Caldy       .        .        r       . 

915  i     102       142 

27 

260  -       - 

-       ( 

5       22  17 

- 

- 

- 

. 

20   9 

1<  9 

Frankby  -        -        -        . 

438  !     114       138 

15 

170  1        4 

2       i 

I        J9     1 

- 

- 

- 

. 

40  12 

96  • 

Grange     .... 

920       124       105 

12 

180  1         6 

- 

I         7  16        - 

- 

- 

- 

. 

58  13 

es  3 

Greasby   .... 

816       141        177 

29 

215  1         1  1     1  1     S 

I         7  11 

- 

- 

- 

- 

. 

23  17 

21)  1^ 

Hoose       .... 

74       196       589 

95 

684  '         6^81] 

I         7    - 

6 

- 

- 

•  - 

14    6 

99   - 

80  - 

Irbie         .... 

744       123  1     180 

17 

197  1         1 

-       ] 

L         5    4 

- 

.. 

- 

- 

28   9 

S4  - 

Liscard    .... 

841       967    4,120 

666  1  5,200  !       89 

2       i 

J       29    1 

88 

2 

- 

. 

'  94  '3 

1,259  12 

1^)  1§ , 

Landican  .... 

592         61         57 

11 

78  ;        1 

2       . 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

25  13 

24  -1 

Moreton  .        .        -        - 

1,169       247  1    360 

66 

500  1       17 

6     1( 

)       17  13 

- 

- 

- 

- 

. 

131  19 

IIo  - 

Meol«c,  Great  -        .        . 

750       198  1     170 

11 

190 ;      1 

- 

- 

- 

- 

_ 

• 

82  18 

atu' 

Meolae,  Little  - 

550       126  1     180 

6 

185 

8 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

.          • 

77  18 

68  III 

Newton-cum-Larton  . 

448         66         44 

- 

41 

- 

- 

. 

- 

- 

- 

- 

. 

11    8 

10  Iv' 

Noctorum          ... 

327  !       28         32 

10!       42 

3 

-       ] 

7  16 

- 

- 

- 

_ 

. 

25   8 

U  \ 

Oxton       .... 

650 

2.34  1  2,007 

376  1  8,300  '       88 

8       7 

r         9    8 

20 

- 

8 

8 

15  12 

470  17 

415  - 

Poulton-cum-Seacombe     - 

646 

1,212  18,024 

486 

4,760  i     108 

- 

. 

38 

17 

- 

. 

105    8 

1,125  10 

\,n  s 

Pensby     .... 

834 

21         41 

13 

64j         1 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

. 

27   8 

24  11 

Prenton    .... 

624 

104         99 

6 

115           6 

1       J 

\         9    9 

> 

- 

- 

- 

. 

47   6 

4i  Sj 

Saughall  Massey 

860  '     143  '     176 

27       208  1         8 

4     e 

\         4  10 

- 

- 

• 

- 

. 

70  10 

ffl^:' 

Tranmere          ... 

1,043  ,  1,168    6,519 

;i,100    9,500 

261 

17     21 

38     7 

98 

12 

- 

16 

140  11 

1,929  17 

1,727  IJ 

Thingwall 

860  !       77  1      96 

9|     140 

-       1 

-    9 

2 

- 

- 

1  10 

19  11 

\^- 

Thurstaston      -        -         . 

716         92         98 

11  1     140 

1 

■"       « 

»         7  16 

- 

. 

- 

_ 

. 

38  10 

2S  • 

Upton       .... 

917       191       227 

42  1     300  i         4  1 

3       1 

6  10 

2 

- 

- 

_ 

1  17 

97  18 

14  i 

Wallasey  .... 

1,789       558    1,195 

219  ;  1,500 

45 

1 

- 

6 

- 

- 

- 

21    4 

311    6 

263U 

WestKirry       -        . 

639  !     232  1     435 

88  !     600 

12 

6       ] 

10    8 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

124   - 

i«  : 

Woodchurch     -        -        - 

817  ;      78  i      96 

4  1     110 

1 

-       S 

I       10    8 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

35  18 

as  - 

Bebington,  Higher    - 

893  1    273  1 1,478 

200  '  2,000 

17 

7     : 

^       26    - 

6 

4 

« 

6 

7  16 

408   9 

266- 

Bebington,  Lower      - 

892  ,     440    1,492 

288  \  2,800 

19 

20       1 

6  10 

16 

7 

- 

6 

90  19 

861    8 

814  r 

Barton     .        -        .        - 

1,340  !    818  '     291 

18 

809  !       16  1 

1     I 

*       81     1 

- 

8 

- 

- 

-  10 

192    8 

I4SI«l 

Bromborrow     ... 

1,525  j     813  1     412 

152 

960 

16 

-     s 

1        14     7 

. 

- 

- 

_ 

232  11 

Brimstage         ... 

850  ;     136  1     126 

12 

168 

7 

-     IC 

>       11  17 

- 

- 

- 

- 

. 

63   8 

5?5 

Childer  Thornton      - 

693  '     296  1     819 

59 

420 

3 

4       4 

20    - 

6 

8 

- 

6 

34  12 

50  15 

4^3 

Eastham  -        .         .         - 

1,205  ,     850  1     419 

84 

626 

17 

1    ic 

>       61   38 

4 

- 

- 

10    8 

288    1 

2*13 

Gayton     .        .        -        - 

670  !     110  1    207 

26 

250 

9 

_ 

- 

-. 

_ 

105  10 

SIf  - 

Hooton     .... 

996  ;     108  1     110 

14 

140 

6 

-     a 

1     9 

- 

. 

- 

_ 

• 

188  10 

mi 

Heswall-cum^ldfield 

1,167       296  1     450 

61 

570 

17 

8       S 

-  18 

6 

- 

_ 

_ 

1  10 

128   8 

m: 

Lertsham  -        -        .        - 

782         70 

94 

4 

98 

3 

-       5 

18  14 

- 

- 

_ 

« 

52  13 

4^  • 

Leighton  .... 

613  ;     883 

319 

15 

885 

17 

2     e 

2    2 

7 

1 

« 

_ 

9    4 

158  11 

\^' 

Netherpool        -        .        - 

449  1       23 

23 

2 

25 

- 

-     1 

2  18 

- 

- 

- 

_ 

8   - 

i ' 

Ness         .... 

852  1     480 

464 

39 

498 

11 

8       6 

17    - 

« 

- 

_ 

5 

23    3 

146   4 

139  y 

Nestoo,  Great  - 

1,803  !  1,638 

1,524 

119 

1,830 

62 

80     19 

51     6 

18 

21 

_ 

8 

113  14 

944   6 

m\^ 

Neston,  Little  -        -        - 

1,307  1     412 

511 

61 

690 

26 

82       8 

8    7 

8 

. 

. 

- 

10  19 

207  18 

194- 

Overpool  -        .        .        - 

445 

89 

72 

14 

86 

- 

1       4 

-  12 

- 

- 

_ 

_ 

7  16 

^[ 

Poulton-com-Spital   - 

805 

120 

294 

29 

870 

9 

-       1 

-    6 

« 

-         _ 

« 

«          . 

100   3 

^;H 

Puddington       .        -        - 

1,182 

145 

176 

7 

183 

7 

-       7 

2    8 

_ 

-         _ 

. 

m                       . 

118   - 

^l\ 

Raby        .... 

1,106 

165 

195 

31 

250 

8 

2  >    8 

83  14 

1 

—         « 

- 

6  10 

102  19 

«:I 

Storeton  -        -        .        - 

1,127 

192 

238 

46 

800 

10 

2  1    8 

22    6 

2 

—    1     -. 

«, 

6  19 

9110      Wm 

SuttoD,  Great   -        .        - 

1,057 

162 

208 

19 

260 

11 

1  ;    6 

40    6 

.    1    _ 

« 

126   5|    ml 

Sutton,  Little    - 

1,108       387  1 

482 

19 

480 

16 

4 :  10 

84  16 

"3 

—     1    — 

2 

26  10 

190  15.'    nj 

Thornton  Hough       -        -    1,376       146 

164 

42 

815 

3 

-  1    2 

13    - 

_ 

-  1    - 

108  181     »* 

Whitby    ....     1,153       234 

909 

144    1,180  1 

19 

2       - 

4 

—         „ 

1  '        29    8 

211   9i    ii^i 

WiUaston         -       -        -    1,875  :    276  1 
Total    •    -    -  148,616  17,842  6 

817 

85       890  1 

3 

8  i 

4       4 

18    2 

4 

1 

7    4 

101   -L 

^ 

7,157 

8,689  j81,486|  2,21 

238   288  1  780    6  [ 

682 

1,091 

47  ,177  1   3,616    4  . 

18,112  17  , 

m^ 

Number  of  Poor  Relieved. 

Included  1 

mReU 

1 

Cost  of  Lunatics. 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT. 

Separate. 

Union. 

Vagrants. 

Separate. 

Union. 

£.    *. 

£. 

#. 

Year  ending  Lady-day  1861          .        .        . 

1,486 

1,892 

727 

260  17 

- 

4  10  6,c«; 
7  15,:^^; 

Ditto    -    -   ditto          1862 

1,888 

1,827 

690 

298    8 

. 

- 

Ditto    -    -   ditto    -    1853 

1,928 

1,918 

864 

868    4 

4 

8 

1  18!  »)*•. 

Ditto    -    -   ditto    -    1854 

1,786 

1,418 

598 

.390    - 

2 

16 

6  17   ftSJ-; 
0  17  lllfl 
2   4   13,i>^ 

Ditto    -    -   ditto    -    1855 

5,401 

1,991 

720 

437     2 

17 

18 

Ditto    -    -   ditto    -    1856 

3,018 

2,079 

816 

904  11 

60 

9 

Ditto    -    -  ditto    -    1857 

1,956 

1,939 

975 

494  12 

157 

8 

Oil  "•*:•. 

B16|15.« 

.     '   !•  All    '( 

Ditto    .    .   ditto    .    1858 

2,426 

2,851 

1,880 

577     4 

149 

1 

Ditto    -    -  ditto    -     1859 

2,218 

2,ia5 

1,544 

705    4 

179 

11 

2  17  Id*^'^'* 
pound  eipefftei^^ 

In-door. 

Out-door.                !  Totala.  |^ 

(Taicranti 

"    Proportion  of  eraj 

1 

M. 

F. 

CH. 

M. 

F. 

CH. 

year  ending  Lady- 

dsTl85I-     • 

-"-^i^ved  l8t  July  1857    - 

22 

22 

81 

207 

668 

695 

1,695 

8 

'  Ditto    •    -    ditto 

.1857-     • 

Ist  Janaai7.1858 

21 

32 

84 

235 

768 

844 

1,984 

4 

Ditto    -    -    ditto 

-1858-     •    • 

Ist  July  1858    - 

21 

21 

81 

198 

709 

677 

1,707 

2 

Ditto    -    -    ditto 

.1859-     •    • 

1st  January  1859 

• 

2 

7 

82 

77 

2 

08 

747 

811 

1 

,902 

r^  ^^ 

^  r^^  1    y'-V 
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ievedj  the  Union  Averages;  the  Valuation  of  Rateable  Property;  the  Amount  of  Money  Levied  and  Expended  for  the  Relief 
1  the  Valuation,  and  the  proportion  of  Rates  required  for  purposes  not  connected  with  Kelief. 


XPENDITURE  BY  THE  GUARDIANS. 

Expenditure  by 
Overseers. 

TOTALS, 

Aver- 

RATES IN  THfi 



PAROCHIAL 
EXPENDITURE. 

age. 

Valuation 

Uncon- 
nected 
with 
Relief. 

POUND. 

For  Relief 

Porposet 
connected 

Unconnected 
with 

TOTAL 

Connected 
with 

of 
Property 

of 

1 

^ 

the  Poor. 

therewith. 

Relief. 

Expendi- 

Relief. 

If 

1 

1 

Salaries 

County, 

RegiBtra- 

ture 
by  the 

Assistants' 
Salaries, 

Coitof 
Parlia- 
mentary 

For  Relief 
and 

Un. 
connected 

«M    S. 

•0 

i 

s 

and 

Hundred, 

tion 

Expenses 

a^   • 

fai 

1868. 

8 

8 

ite. 

UuioiL 

Establish- 
ment 

and 
Police 

and 
Vaccina- 
tion 

Guardians. 

Removals, 
and 

Jorr  UsU, 

Charfce^ 
Constablts' 

connected 
therewith. 

with 
Relief: 

0  ^  r* 

^  1 

£* 

II 

^1 

Charges. 

Rates. 

Charges. 

other 
Payments. 

Kxpenaes, 
and  other 
Porpotes. 

n 

d.f. 

#. 

£.    *. 

£.    *. 

~£r#7 

£.  #. 

£.    i. 

£.  #. 

£.  9. 

£.   ». 

£.  #. 

£. 

£. 

9.   d.  /. 

d.  /. 

18 

8  15 

2  16 

14  11 

-    5 

43    5 

-  14 

1  19 

29    3 

16  16 

10 

960 

c-    7    1 

4    - 

2    - 

4 

52  10 

16  19 

48    9 

1  16 

194  18 

1    6 

2    - 

145  19 

52    6 

60 

3,060 

0"  11    3 

4    1 

8    1 

4 

1,662  15 

565  17 

602  15 

150    5 

4,002  16 

769    3 

640    4 

4,918  19 

1,298    4 

1,900 

120,621 

k-    9    9 

2    2 

1    2 

7 

S  13 

-  16 

18  18 

-  19 

39  18 

2    6 

1  14 

22    1 

21  11 

3 

1,648 

tf-    8    2 

3     1 

1    2 

19 

8  15 

2  16 

70    8 

3    2 

180  15 

44    5 

4  12 

101  15 

77  17 

10 

10,907 

/-    2    1 

1     3 

1    2 

- 

- 

- 

18    7 

-  10 

18  17 

-  16 

1     1 

-  16 

19  18 

_ 

1.090 

rf-    -    1 

4    2 

2    1 

4 

7    - 

2    5 

IS    2 

-    7 

82  18 

-    8 

1  16 

20  12 

14    5 

8 

760 

e-    6    2 

4    2 

8    S 

- 

17  10 

5  12 

16  10 

-  18 

52  10 

1  16 

1     1 

87  17 

17    9 

20 

1,044 

A-    S    3 

4    - 

7    1 

4 

* 

- 

20    - 

1     2 

22    6 

1    - 

1  14 

2    4 

22  16 

- 

1,144 

d 2 

4    3 

8    1 

5 

25    8 

8    8 

18  18 

4    7 

77    1 

12  18 

2  10 

71  14 

20  15 

29 

1,331 

kl    I    - 

8    3 

1    2 

13 

2  13 

-  16 

17    7 

1     1 

22    9 

1     8 

1  15 

6    9 

20    8 

8 

1,081 

«-    1    1 

4    2 

1    2 

16 

251    8 

81    - 

828  12 

16  11 

952    2 

78    4 

18    1 

600    3 

958    4 

287 

80.144 

g^    H    f 

2    8 

1    3 

- 

2  13 

-16 

12  12 

-  11 

23  12 

*  16 

-  16 

11    6 

18  18 

3 

691c 

^-    4    • 

4     1 

2    2 

16 

28    - 

0    1 

28    7 

2    9 

111  12 

11  12 

2  17 

92    8 

83  13 

32 

1,986 

gl    1    1 

4    3 

2    2 

16 

7    - 

2    4 

10    - 

-  15 

27  15 

1     1 

1  17 

18    1 

12  12 

8 

989 

J-    4    2 

3    - 

8    2 

17 

25    7 

8    4 

18  18 

-  11 

78  12 

8    6 

2  12 

72  14 

16  16 

29 

958 

1  e  1 

4     - 

2    3 

3 

3  10 

1    8 

6    8 

-    4 

14    8 

-    3 

1     5 

5  19 

9  17 

4 

547 

^-22 

4    - 

1    - 

8 

2  13 

-  16 

6  16 

-    4 

19  12 

• 

-17 

12  12 

7  17 

3 

460 

U    6    1 

4     1 

6 

94  10 

80  le 

140  17 

n  13 

897  16 

62    4 

5    6 

288  10 

166  16 

108 

12,985 

g-    5    1 

8    1 

2    - 

- 

301     1 

•7    - 

250  11 

17    4 

1,009  16 

68  18 

5    6 

810  19 

278    1 

344 

15,544 

1    -    t 

4    1 

1     1 

16 

5    5 

1  14 

6  10 

-  11 

21  16 

-  10 

1    9 

15    6 

8  10 

6 

866c 

*-10    - 

6    - 

11 

8  10 

1    2 

16  11 

-    3 

89  17 

1  16 

-19 

24  19 

17  13 

4 

947 

c-  e  2 

4    2 

^ 

19 

26    5 

8    9 

19  15 

-  14 

73    2 

2    5 

1  19 

54  18 

22    8 

80 

1,288 

*- 10  1 

4     1 

2    1 

6 

451  11 

152  18 

430  16 

38  19 

1,612    6 

134  19 

66    - 

1,282  11 

520  14 

616 

35,313 

A-    8    8 

3    2 

2    - 

7 

6    2 

1  19 

8  15 

1     1 

18    4 

-  10 

1    9 

8  18 

11    5 

7 

627 

g-    9    % 

4    2 

2    - 

3 

8  10 

1    2 

16    - 

-  12 

27    7 

-  17 

1    9 

11  12 

18    1 

4 

878  c 

€-    8     1 

5    - 

.. 

6 

85  17 

11  12 

32    3 

1  18 

109  16 

8    2 

1  17 

78  17 

35  18 

41 

1,802 

*.10    2 

4    3 

1     I 

1 

78  15 

25    7 

52    1 

7  14 

264  18 

48     1 

4    3 

253    4 

63  18 

90 

4,672 

ifcl    1    •- 

3    2 

8    - 

1 

18    8 

4    4 

22    4 

2  19 

100  11 

15  18 

2  16 

91    6 

27  19 

15 

1,716 

/I    -    8 

4    - 

«. 

10 

9  12 

3    8 

10  13 

-  10 

80    8 

1     7 

1  14 

20  12 

12  17 

11 

585c 

e-    8    2 

0     - 

2    2 

10 

50  10 

19    8 

154  12 

6    7 

296    2 

39  15 

7    1 

174  18 

168    - 

68 

13,636 

/-    8    1 

3    - 

1    3 

18 

84  17 

27    8 

95  11 

10  19 

307  13 

39    5 

5    7 

240    8 

111  17 

97 

8,716 

h-    6    2 

3    - 

4    1 

S 

63    - 

20    6 

84    2 

1    8 

178  18 

3    4 

2  12 

146  12 

38    2 

73 

2,356 

Al     3    - 

4    - 

8    2 

15 

45  10 

14  14 

58  18 

3  17 

188  14 

26  18 

2    - 

157  17 

69  16 

52  , 

7,132 

g^    5    1 

2     - 

1    5 

10 

8  15 

2  16 

20    7 

-    8 

51  16 

-    6 

1  11 

31     7 

22    6 

10  ; 

1,426 

c-    5    1 

3    8 

7 

5    5 

1  14 

25    4 

1  17 

42    7 

8  17 

1  19 

24    8 

29    - 

6 

1,081 

«-    8    - 

3    2 

3"  2 

2 

89    5 

28  16 

60    - 

4  16 

271  19 

11  14 

2    9 

218  17 

67    5 

102 

3,692 

&1     2    8 

4    2 

6    2 

I 

31  10 

10    3 

16  12 

1     1 

93  17 

-    6 

1  18 

77    - 

19  11 

36 

1.191 

18    8 

4     - 

3    1 

5 

49    - 

15  16 

32    6 

-  16 

165    3 

6    3 

1  19 

128    4 

35    1 

66 

1,915 

14- 

4    2 

» 

8 

25    7 

8    3 

23  15 

2    3 

99  11 

6  12 

1  17 

80    5  1        27  15 

29 

1,772 

h-  10    8 

3     3 

I     1 

9 

14  17 

4  16 

15    2 

-  11 

41  15 

1  14 

I  17 

27  16  ;        17  10 

17 

881 

/-    7    2 

5     - 

8    2 

4 

50  15 

16    6 

22    7 

2    7 

134    9 

11  10 

2    1 

121     5  '        26  15 

68 

1,666 

1     5    2 

4    - 

2    1 

- 

- 

- 

9    7 

-    5 

9  12 

• 

.         • 

-    1          9  12 

_ 

900 

d  - 

3     3     1- 

— 

41     2 

13    5 

31  11 

2  19 

134  17 

3    - 

2    5 

108    7           36  16 

47 

1^19 

Al     4    2 

6    3:61 

7 

314    4 

101     - 

88    5 

7  19 

859    - 

39  18 

4  16 

802  14         101     - 

360 

6,934 

3    8     2 

4    - 

3    - 

2 

53    8 

17    4 

43  17 

2  17 

189    8 

16    3 

2    6 

158  17  !        48    - 

61 

2,923 

*l    1    - 

4    - 

3    2 

- 

- 

7  19 

-  16 

8  15 

-    1 

1     5 

-    1  1         10    - 

539 

d- 

4    3 

1     2 

6 

19    5 

6    4 

37    9 

1  10 

91  14 

-    2 

1  16 

52  17 

40  15 

33 

2,891 

g-    4     1 

3    2 

1    2 

3 

31  10 

10    3 

28    5 

-  17 

113    8 

-  10 

1  11 

84  16 

30  13 

36 

1,776 

*-  11     2 

4    1 

1     1 

7 

21  17 

7     1 

28  16 

2     4 

82  15 

11     3 

2    5 

62  18  I        33    5 

85 

1,914 

c-    7    8 

4    1 

2    2 

7 

32    7 

10    9 

28  18 

1  15 

111    6 

-    6 

1  11 

80  19  1        32    4 

37 

2.243 

^-8    3 

3    3 

2    1 

5 

26    5 

8    9 

80    4 

2    5 

118  18 

2    3 

2    5 

88  12 

34  14 

30 

1,764 

cl    -    - 

4    3 

2    S 

3 

47    5 

15    5 

38    4 

0    8 

171     6 

10  16 

4  10 

134    9  :        52    2 

54 

2,516 

fll     -    8 

5    - 

5    S 

1 

19    5 

6    4 

31     7 

2    1 

76  18 

1    9 

2    9 

44  19           35  17 

22 

2,186 

/-    6    - 

4    - 

8    2 

J          49  17 

16    1 

60  12 

5    9 

191  18 

14    9 

2    - 

140    6  1        68    1 

57 

4,567 

h-    7    2 

1     3 

-    I 

1           25    7 

8    4 

_40  12 

11 
842  11 

95    5i 

-  18 
1,522  14 

2    2 

64  10  1        43  16 

29 

2,599 

flr.    5    - 

4     - 

8    1 

i  j  4,346    9 

1,437  14 

8,329    5 

14,688     1 

731    9 

1%438  19 

4,403    5 

4,967 

336,107 

-    7    8 

3    1 

3    - 

fc 

1,253  16 

1,248     1 

815    - 

228    2 

6,987  13 

801  18 

215  12 

6,746  10 

1,258  14 

a  197,618 

-    8    2 

1     3 

\ 

1,5U  17 

1,313    4 

813  19 

2d7    2 

7,455  16 

836    6 

230  18 

7,191    - 
7,666  10 

1,331  19 

- 

h  319,519 

-    7    8 

1     3 

> 

1,755  10 

1,312    7 

1,241     4 

250  13 

8,171     4 

987  13 

483    7 

1,975    4 

~m 

c  217,611 

-    8    2 

3    - 

r 

2,014    - 

1,378  15 

1,224  19 

288    6 

9,786    6 

1,036  18 

542  17 

9,262    - 

2,054     1 

- 

221,900 

-  10    - 

3    3 

3,034    6 

1,721     6 

1,935  17 

562    2 

11,536  13 

1,135  15 

398  16 

10,168    9 

2,896  15 

- 

250,986 

-    9    8 

3    3 

[ 

3,3i6     7 

1,519  16 

1,995  17 

356  11 

12,599    5 

1,336  19 

340  14 

11,583  16 

2,702    2 

- 

281,245 

-  10    - 

3     1 

> 

3,414    1 

1,741     6 

1,795    - 

358  19 

12,311     5 

1,497    8 

341     2 

11,623  15 

2,495     1 

-. 

805,243 

-    9    1 

3    - 

t 

4,163  18 

1,630     1 

4,578    4 

.387     2 

16,184  19 

1,462  13 

917    8 

12,632    6 

6,882  14 

- 

321,158 

-    9    2 

4     3 

*, 

4.348    9 

1,437  14 

3,329    5 

342  11 

14,588    1 

1,522  14 

731     9 

12,438  19 

4,403    5 

- 

336,107 

-    7    3 

3     1 

s.    d. 

«.    d. 

9.    d. 

#.    d. 

#.    rf. 

9.    d. 

*.    d. 

N. 

£.  «.  d.            \ 

3     \\ 

3    IJ 

2    -i 

-    6} 

17    b\ 

2    - 

-    6i 

1    -    - 

4  10 

2     5^ 

2    6^ 

-    6 

17    5i 

2     1 

-    51 

1    -    - 

4     6 

1     Ui 

4  11 

-    5 

17    5 

1     7 

1     - 

1    -    - 

5     2 

1     8 

4    - 

-    5 

17    4 

1     9J 

-lOi 

1    ■ 

-    -             i 

For  explanatory  notes  a  to  k,  tee  page  467. 
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Statement  of  Births,  Marriages,  and  Deaths,  in  the  Ifear  ended  31  st  March  1859. 


Appendix,  No.  II. 


DEATHS. 

Mar- 
riages. 

Births. 

DISTRICT. 

Under 
a  Tear. 

Ito 
16. 

16  to 
50. 

50  to 
60. 

00  to 
70. 

70  to 
80. 

80  to 
90. 

Above 
90. 

Totals. 

Rate 
pr.  cnt. 

Birkenhead-       -        -       - 

238 

1,344 

264 

187 

173 

32 

31 

SO 

8 

2 

717 

2-0 

Tranmere    -       -       -       - 

11 

317 

50 

55 

37 

10 

11 

10 

2 

— 

175 

1-9 

Ejiffthft'"      •        .        -       - 

61 

285 

44 

37 

33 

6 

12 

18 

7 

— 

157 

1-8 

Neston         -        .        -        - 

11 

160 

18 

18 

52 

12 

10 

10 

12 

1 

103 

1-8 

Wallaaey     -       -        -       - 

22 

357 

37 

28 

64 

14 

9 

9 

3 

— 

166 

1-5 

Woodchupch        -        -        - 

30 

250 

34 

25 

33 

4 

13 

13 

10 

3 

132 

1-5 

Totals  -    - 

363 

2,713 

447 

350 

362 

78 

85 

80 

42 

6 

1,450 

1-8 

Estimated  Popnlatioii  in  1858    - 

^ 

2,414 

28,768 

42,000 
0^ 

4,240 

2,032 

880 

212 

21 

80,567 

"~ 

Hortality  per  Cent,  at  Different  Ages 

-     18-5 

1-29 

1-84 

413 

900 

20-00 

28-5 



1-8 

' 

1 

Average  Annual  Rate  df  Mortality  in  Ten  Tears  from  1841  to  1851 


2-0 


NOTES. 

The  police  of  Birkenhead  are  not  paid  by  the  guardians,  and  not  incladed  in  this  account. 

The  police  of  Wallasey  Parish  were  paid  by  the  Wallasey  Commissioners  before  the  last  year,  and  not  incladed  in 
the  prior  years  of  the  comparative  statement. 

(a)  Is  the  valuation  of  rateable  property  ascertained  by  the  Poor  Law  Board  in  1840. 

{b)  Improved  valuation  ascertained  by  the  rate  books. 

(c)  Is  the  county  valuation  by  which  the  county  and  police  rates  are  apportioned,  and  opposite  the  valuation  of 
townships,  denotes  the  parish  valuation  to  be  stated  less  in  the  rate  books  than  the  county  valuation,  withoot 
cause.  ^ 

The  number  of  irremovable  poor  belonging  to  some  parish  in  the  union  is  238,  and  the  cost  of  their  maintenance 
730  /.  5«. ;  the  numbers  belonging  to  no  parish  in  the  union  are — 582  English,  1,091  Irish,  47  Scotch,  and  177  Welsh; 
the  cost  of  their  maintenance,  3,616  /.  4«. 

The  total  cost  of  the  union  poor  (4,3462.  9  «.)  is  divided  amongst  the  parishes  in  the  proportion  of  the  average  cost 
of  the  relief  to  the  settled  poor  for  three  years  ending  Lady  Day  1857,  and  the  operation  of  this  scale  is  shown 
below,  viz. : — 

Four  townships  pay  nothing  although  they  have  poor  maintained  out  of  the  Union  Fund,  who  cost  this  year  33  /.  ISs., 
marlLed  (tf),  opposite  the  rates  for  relief  in  tiie  pound. 

Twelve  townships  ]Miy  less  than  ihe  cost  of  maintaining  their  settled  irremovable  poor,  casting  on  the  other  town- 
ships an  additional  charge  of  88  /.  1 «.,  marked  (e). 

Five  townships  contribute  less  than  1  <[.  in  the  ponnd  on  the  valuation  over  and  above  the  cost  of  maintaining  their 
settled  Irremovable  poor,  marked  (/). 

Twelve  townships  contribute  each  from  1  <i.  to  2  d.  in  the  pound  on  ditto,  marked  (g). 

Seven  townships  contribute  each  from  2d,  XoSd,  in  the  pound  on  ditto,  marked  (h). 

Eight  townships  contribute  each  from  3  <2.  to  4  d  in  the  pound  on  ditto,  marked  (k). 

Poolton-cum-Seacombe  contributes  4  ^  <{.  in  the  poand  on  ditto. 

little  Meolse,  Gayton,  and  Hooton,  each  contribote  Qd.  in  the  ponnd  on  ditto. 

Leighton  contribntes  7  d.  in  the  pound  on  ditto. 

Great  Neston  contribntes  10  ^  (f.  in  the  pound  on  ditto, 
^e  high  averages  of  several  tcmnships  is  caused  by  the  maintenance  of  lunatics,  which  cast  upon  them  a  Umrer  pro- 
IS  tt^n!^  ^^°**      maintaining  the  union  poor,  and  operates  as  a  heavy  tax  upon  misforlune,  particiuSy  u^ 


small  townships. 


James  Qregory^ 

Clerk  to  the  Guardians. 


0.96. 
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APPENDIX  TO  REPORT  FROM  THE 


No.  2. — TABLE  showing  the  Number  of  Irremovable  and  Settled  Poor  r«>8iding  in  each  Township  and  District,  mdtiie Or 
of  their  Relief^  together  with  the  Establishment  Charges  and  other  Expenses  connected  with  Relief  of  the  Poor. 


SuppLEMBVT  to  the  Wirral  Union  Accounts  for  ^e  Year  ending  '2u  March  1859. 


Resident  Irremoyablo 
Poor. 

SetUcd  Poor. 

Connected 
with  Reiki 

CooWho- 

' 

Valuation 

tioaof 

etch 

jci 

KitaMiih- 

Assistant 

of 

Rate 

TowMkim 

Btte 

Be- 
longing 

Be- 
longing 

Cost 

Num- 

Cost 

ment 

Overseer, 
Salaries, 

TOTAL. 

Rateable 

in  the 

sccordfaig 
to  the 

ntlk* 

J 

nutt 

to 
some 

to  no 
Parish 
in  the 
Union. 

of  their 

ber 
of 

of  their 

Charges. 

Exfenses 

Property 

Pound. 

for  the 

Pomi 

JO* 

Parish 
lathe 
Union. 

Relief. 

Settled 
Poor. 

Belief. 

Remorals, 
and  other 
Payments. 

iAl858. 

Support 

ofUoioa 

Poor. 

l!i 

COXMEKCIAL  DiSTI 

ict: 

£.      #. 

£.    i. 

£.    ,. 

£.    #. 

£.    #. 

£. 

#.    d 

£.     1. 

t.  I 

Bidston  and  Ford 

- 

_ 

• 

11 

75    4 

16  19 

1    6 

93    9 

3,050 

-  n 

52  10 

-  ^■\7 

Birlienhead 

50 

1,484 

2,973  16 

1,243 

1,921     4 

565  17 

769    3 

6,280    - 

120,521 

1    -4 

l,e©15 

-  H  it 

Claughton^um-Orange, 

1 

5 

7  15 

8 

45  19 

2  16 

44    5 

100  15 

10,907 

-  IJ 

-  4} 

8  15 

-  H 

m 

Liseard     - 

2 

40 

98  12 

89 

279  10 

81    - 

78    4 

537  12 

30,144 

251    3 

-  2 

it 

Noctorum  -        -        - 

- 

- 

- 

3 

9    3 

-  16 

- 

9  19 

460 

'    5* 

2  19 

-  u 

S 

Oxton       -        -        - 

8 

26 

33  16 

38 

111     6 

30  10 

52    4 

227  16 

12,935 

-      4; 

94  10 

-  U.  a 

Poolton-cnm-Seacombe 

d 

50 

115  16 

108 

344    - 

97    - 

68  18 

625  14 

15,544 

-      9f 

301    I 

-  M   M 

Tranmere  -        -        - 

17 

126 

174  18 

261 

543    8 

152  13 

184  19 

1,005  18 

35,313 

-    61 

451  U 

-8!:« 

Wallasey  -        -       - 

1 

5 

27  13 

45 

101     1 

25    7 

48    1 

202    2 

4,672 

-lOJ 

78  15 

'  i  .^ 

82 

1,736 

8,432    6 

J,806 

3,431     1 

972  18 

1,197    - 

9,033    5 

283,546 

-    9i 

^903» 

-  s  ia 

1  J 

Agricultural  Dib 

TBICT : 

Arrow       -        -        - 

. 

. 

. 

3 

16  18 

2  16 

-  14 

20    8 

960 

-    6 

8  15 

-  n  % 

Bamston   - 

9 

2 

10    3 

6 

16    7 

-  16 

2    5 

29  11 

1,548 

-    4i 

2  13 

■  ■',  't 

Caldy        -        -        - 

- 

5 

•   ' 

- 

- 

. 

-  16 

-  16 

1.090 

-    -i 

. 

Frankby   -       -        - 

2 

- 

6    5 

4 

11     4 

2    5 

-    3 

19  17 

760 

-    6i 

7   . 

-n  2 

Grange     -       -       - 

- 

-  ' 

• 

5 

13    - 

5  12 

1  15 

90    7 

1,044 

-    '•i 

17  10 

-  4    a 

Greasby    -        -        - 

1 

- 

5    4 

1 

1     4 

• 

1    - 

7    8 

1,144 

-   M 

• 

;3 

Hoose       -        -       - 

8 

5 

34  17 

6 

25    5 

8    3 

12  18 

81    3 

1,331 

1     2f 

25   8 

.41     S 

Irbie 

• 

- 

- 

1 

-  12 

-  10 

1     8 

2  16 

1,081 

-   -i 

2  13 

-  I     1 

Landican  -       -       - 

2 

- 

10    8 

1 

7    - 

-  16 

-  16 

19    - 

691 

-    6i 

2  13 

Moreton    -        -        - 

6 

-~ 

4  10 

17 

43  15 

9    1 

11  12 

68  18 

1,986 

-    8i 

28   -  I  -  51  II 

Heolse,  Great   - 

- 

- 

- 

1 

7  16 

2    4 

1     1 

11     1 

989 

-    21 

7   -  '-  1}    3 

Meolse,  Little   -       - 

- 

- 

- 

8 

30  17 

8    4 

8    6 

47    7 

958 

1     - 

25   7  ;  -  6}    S 

Newton-cum-Larton  - 

- 

- 

. 

1 

1     3 

1    3 

-    3 

2    9 

547 

-    1 

3  10 

'  U    lA 

Pensby     -        -        - 

- 

- 

. 

1 

7  16 

1  14 

-  10 

10    - 

356 

-    7 

5   5 

^  3i    » 

Prenton    -       -       - 

1 

- 

6  10 

6 

18  11 

1     2 

1  16 

27  19 

947 

-    7 

3  10 

-  1     a 

Banghall  Hassey 

3 

- 

1  10 

3 

17  19 

8    9 

2    5 

30  12 

1,288 

:U 

26   5 

-  5    a 

TlUngwall 

- 

2 

1  10 

1 

-    7 

1  19 

-  10 

4    6 

697 

6   2 

-  s|  a 

Thorstaston 

- 

- 

- 

1 

6    3 

1     2 

-  17 

8    2 

878 

-    3i 

3  10 

-  1      Di 

Upton       -        .        - 

3 

2 

12    7 

4 

28    6 

11  12 

3    2 

55    7 

1,802 

-    7i 

35  17 

-  4}    S 

Weetkirby 

5 

. 

7  16 

12 

58    1 

4    4 

15  18 

85  19 

1,716 

1    - 

18   3 

-  If    fl 

Woodchurch 

- 

» 

. 

1 

6  10 

3    3 

I     7 

11     - 

585 

-    H 

9  19 

.  4     9 

BebingtoD,  Higher     - 

7 

16 

23    0 

17 

56  10 

19    3 

39  15 

138  17 

18,636 

-    9 

59  10 

.  I     i 

Bebington,  Lower      - 

20 

28 

131    8 

19 

88  18 

27    8 

39    5 

286  19 

8J15 

-    8 

84  17 

-  2}  i 

Burton      -        -        - 

1 

3 

-  10 

16 

eo   2 

20    6 

3    4 

84    2 

2,356 

-    8| 

63   - 

-6i  ^*! 

Bromborrow 

~ 

- 

- 

16 

70  15 

14  14 

26  18 

112    7 

7,132 

-    3f 

46  10   1  -  li  IJ> 

Brimstajfe 

- 

- 

. 

7 

19  10 

9  16 

-    6 

22  12 

1»426 

-    3t 

8  15 

"1     M 

Cbilder  Thornton 

4 

14 

58  16 

3 

8    7 

1  14 

8  17 

77  14 

1,981 

-  94 

&    5 

- ;'  I 

1 

4 

10    8 

17 

89    2 

28  16 

11  14 

140    - 

3,592 

-    H 

80   5 

-  6    'iM 

Gayton     -        .       - 

- 

- 

. 

9 

34  11 

10    3 

-16 

45  10 

1,191 

-   H 

31  10 

-  ^  -i 

Hooton     - 

- 

- 

- 

6 

57    5 

15  16 

6    3 

79    4 

1,915 

-  10 

49   - 

-  6i    i 

Heswall-cum-Oldfield 

8 

5 

20    7 

17 

40    3 

8    3 

6  12 

75    5 

1,772 

-lOj 

25   7 

-  Jj  IH 

Ledsham  -        -        - 

- 

— 

- 

3 

6    9 

4  16 

1  14 

12  19 

881 

-   34 

14  17 

-  4      ^ 

Leighton  -        -        - 

2 

8 

22    4 

17 

42  14 

16    6 

11  10 

92  14 

1,666 

1    U 

^  15 

-  6i    « 
1-!  -J 

Netherpool 

- 

- 

• 

- 

- 

- 

"         " 

- 

900 

- 

Ness         -       -       . 

3 

5 

42  13 

11 

46    - 

13    5 

3    - 

104  18 

1,519 

i'h 

41    2 

Neston,  Great    - 

30 

42 

252  14 

62 

347     7 

101     5 

80  18 

741     4 

5,034. 

9    6 

314  4 

Weston,  Little    - 

32 

8 

103  19 

25 

73    2 

17    4 

15    3 

209    8 

2,923 

1     5i 

53   8 

Overpool  .        -        - 

1 

- 

2  18 

- 

- 

. 

-    1 

2  19 

539 

-    U 

. 

Poolton-cnm-Spittal  - 

- 

- 

. 

9 

27    6 

6    4 

-    2 

33  12 

2391 

_      2; 

-     7} 

19   5 

Vnddingt^n 

- 

- 

. 

7 

42  13 

10    3 

-  10 

53    6 

1,776 

3110  i-  Jj  - 

Raby        .       -       - 

2 

1 

10  10 

8 

22  17 

7     1 

11     3 

60  11 

1,914 

-    7- 

89  7    -      r^. 

«    5     -  It  '^ 

Storeton    -        -        - 

2 

2 

23  17 

10 

37  17 

10    9 

-    6 

79    9 

2,943 

-    7i^ 

Sntton,  Great    - 

1 

- 

6  10 

11 

51  15 

8    9 

2    3 

68  17 

1,764 

-   H 

Sutton,  Little    - 

4 

5 

47  17 

16 

61     3 

15    5 

10  16 

135    1 

2,516 

1    1 

Thornton  Hough 

~ 

- 

• 

3 

18     1 

6    4 

1     9 

25  14 

2,186 

-   «f 

19   5 

■  i\  ■i 

Whitby     - 

2 

5 

38  10 

19 

59  19 

16    1 

14    9 

128  19 

4,567 

-    6f 

49  17 

Willaston  -        -        - 

4 

4 

7    4 

3 

20     1 

8    4 

-  18 

36    7 

2,599 

-   H 

25    7 

-   -!    • 

Total,  Agricultural^ 
DisU-ict     -        -/ 

156 

161 

914    3 

414 

1,701     1 

464  16 

325  14 

3,405  14 

102,862 

-    8 

1,44«  16 

'  -HJ 

Total,  Commercial  1 

.}  J 

District  (brought  \ 

82 

1,736 

3,432    6 

1,806 

3,431     1 

972  18 

1,197    - 

9,033    5 

233,546 

-    ^li 

2.903  13 

down)       -        -J 

" 

.it^' 

TOTAL    -    - 

238 

1,807 

4,346    9 

2,220 

5,132    2 

1,437  14 

1,522  14 

12,438  19 

336,408 

-    8} 

4,346    9 
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No.  8. — ^TABLE  sbovnng  the  Cost  of  Paupxri  legmllj  MtUed  in  oMh  Township  whose  Relief  is  paid  out  of 
tlie  Uviow  FuNP^  and  tibe  Amount  Contributed  acoording  to  Averages  to  Union  Fond  and  Establishment  Charges 
bj  each  Township,  and  the  Amount  which  each  would  hare  to  paj  if  sudi  Relief  and  Chargea  were  raised  bj  a 
Umon  Rate. 


Cost 

Tbtal 

AmoQDtof 

of  Panpers 

bdongiogtothe 

TownMiipy 

Contrihntfaos 

Contiiballons 

Contribntloni 
to 

Contiibatidns 
at  an 

between  the  system  of 
ATeragesand 

bmt  are 

from  some 
Township  In  the 

ior 

IrremoTable 

Pocc 

to 
Common 
CburgM. 

Imm<ynible 

Poor 
and  Common 

Uniform  Bate 
of  4|  of 

a  Penoy  in  the 

Union. 

Charges* 

Pound. 

Overpaid. 

Underpaid. 

£.     s.    d. 

£.    9. 

d. 

£.     $.    d. 

£•    «•    d. 

£.     s.    d. 

£.     s.    d. 

£.     8.    d. 

Caldy 

22  17     - 

_ 

^^^ 

^^ 

18  15     - 

_. 

18  15    - 

Greasby     - 

7  11     - 

.^ 

— 

— 

19  14     - 

— 

19  14     - 

Netherpool 

2  18     - 

— 

— 

— 

15  10     - 

— . 

15  10    - 

Overpool    ... 

..  12     - 

— 

— 

— 

9     6- 

— 

9     6- 

3S  18     - 

— 

— 

— 

68     5     - 

— 

6a    5    - 

Arrow        .        .        - 

15     5     - 

8  15 

2  16     - 

11  11     - 

16  10     - 

' 

4  19     - 

Bamston    •        •        • 

a  11     - 

2  18 

- 

-  1*    - 

3     9- 

26  12     - 

— 

28    a    - 

Frankbj     ... 

19     1     - 

7     - 

- 

2     5- 

9    yj     - 

13     2     - 

— 

8  17     - 

Irbie- 

5     4- 

2  18 

- 

-  16    - 

3     9- 

18  12     - 

— 

15     a    - 

Noctorum .        -        - 

7  16     - 

2  18 

- 

«  1^    - 

3     9- 

7  19     - 

— 

4  10     - 

Prenton     •        •        - 

9     9- 

8  10 

- 

1     2     - 

4  12     - 

16     6     - 

— 

11   14     - 

Thurstaston 

7  16    - 

8  10 

• 

1     2     - 

4  12     - 

15     2     - 

— 

10  10     - 

WoodchuToh 

10     8     - 

9  12 

— 

:r   8   - 

12  15     - 

10     2     • 

2  18     - 

— 

Brimstage  .        .        • 

11   17     - 

8  15 

— 

2  16    - 

11   11     - 

24  11     - 

— 

18     -     - 

fJnutEer  xnomtoft        * 

20     -    - 

5     5 

- 

1   14     - 

6  19     - 

34     1     - 

— 

27     2     - 

Raby 

88  14     - 

21   17 

- 

7     1     - 

28  18     - 

82  18     - 

— 

4 

Great  Sutton 

40     6     - 

26     5 

- 

8     9- 

34  14     - 

30     7     - 

4     7- 

— 

190     7     - 

102     8 

- 

82  16     - 

185     4     - 

246     2     - 

7     -     - 

117  18  - 

Claughton .        -        - 

5  18     - 

8  15 

2  16     - 

11   11     - 

187  10     • 

175  19  - 

Westkirby 

10     8     - 

18     8 

« 

4     4- 

17     7     - 

29  11     - 

— 

12     4  - 

Bebington,  Higher 

26     -     - 

59  10 

- 

19     3    - 

78  13     - 

234     8     - 

— 

155  15  - 

Ledsham    -        -         - 

18   14     - 

14  17 

. 

4  16     - 

19^  18     - 

15     8     - 

4  to-    • 

— 

Thornton  Hough 

18     -    - 

19     5 

- 

6     4- 

25     9     - 

87  12     - 

— 

12     3  - 

69     -    - 

115  10 

- 

37     8     - 

152  13     - 

424     4     - 

4  10     - 

356     1  - 

Bidston      - 

42  18     - 

62  10 

16  19     - 

69     9     - 

62     9     - 

17     -     - 

Lisoard      -        •        - 

29     1     - 

251     8 

^ 

81     -     - 

882     3     - 

518     8    - 

— 

186     -  - 

Landican   .        -        - 

... 

2  18 

» 

-  16     - 

3     9- 

11   18     - 

— 

8     9  - 

Morston    -        •        - 

17  18    - 

28     - 

. 

9     1     - 

37     1     - 

34     3     - 

2  18     - 

— 

Meolse^  Great    - 

_ 

7     - 

«. 

2     4- 

9     4- 

17     -     - 

— 

7  16  - 

Newtou-cum-Larton    - 

_ 

8  10 

«. 

1     8     - 

4  13     - 

9     9- 

— 

4  16  - 

Oxton 

9     8- 

94  10 

« 

80  10     - 

125     -     - 

222     7     - 

— 

97     7  - 

Thingwall 

-     ^    - 

6     2 

_ 

1   19     - 

8     1- 

10  16     - 

.— 

2  15  - 

Brom  borrow 

14     7     - 

45  10 

. 

14  14     - 

60     4     - 

122  12     - 

— 

62     8  - 

Poulton-oum-Spittal    - 

-     5     - 

19     5 

. 

6     4- 

25     9     - 

49  14     - 

— 

24     5  - 

Storeton     ... 

22     6     - 

82     7 

• 

10     9     - 

42  16     - 

88  12     - 

4     4- 

— 

Sutton,  Little      - 

34   15     - 

47     5 

-. 

15     5     - 

62  10     - 

48     6     -^ 

19     4    - 

— 

Willaston  ... 

18     2     - 

25     7 

- 

8     4- 

33  11     - 

44   14     - 

"— 

11     8  - 

1 

184     4     - 

615     2 

- 

198     8     - 

813  10     - 

1175     3     - 

43     6     - 

404  19  - 

0.95. 
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• 

Co«t 

of  Panpert 

belonging  to  the 

Township, 

but  are 

Irremovable 

from  some 

Township  in  the 

Union. 

Contribations 

fop 

Irremofablti 

Poor. 

Contributions 

to 

Common 

Charges. 

Total 
Contribations 

to 
Irremovable 

Poor 

and  Common 

Charges. 

Amount  of 
Contribations 

at  an 
Uniform  Rate 

of  4  J  of 

a  Penny  in  the 

Pound. 

Differenee  of  ContribatioBa 

between  the  ^stan  of 

Ayengesand 

an  Uniform  Union  Rate. 

Overpaid. 

Underpaid. 

,  Tranmere  •        -        - 
Grange      .         -         - 
Bebington,  Lower 
Burton      -        -        - 
Eastham    -        -        - 
Heswall-oam-Oldfield 
Whitbj      - 

£.    s.    d. 

88     7    - 

7  16    - 

6  10     - 

81     1     - 

51  18     - 

-  18     - 

£.    s.     d, 

451   11     - 
17   10     - 
84  17     - 
68     -    - 
89     5     - 
25     7     - 
49  17     - 

£.    z.    d. 

152  13     - 
5  12     - 

27  8     - 
20     6     - 

28  16     - 
8     3- 

16     1     - 

£.    $.    d. 

604     4     - 
28     2     - 

112     5     - 
83     6     - 

118     1     - 
38  10     - 
65  18     - 

£.    s.    d. 

007     -    - 
18     -    - 

149  15     - 
40  11     - 
61   15     - 
30  10     - 
78  11     - 

£.    i.    d. 

5     2- 

42  15     - 

56     6     - 

8     -     - 

£.   s.   d. 
2  16     - 

87  10     - 
12  13     - 

136  10     - 

781     7     - 

258  19     - 

1,040     6     - 

986     2     - 

107     8     - 

52  19     - 

Birkenhead 

Hoose 

Pensby      .         -         - 

Saaghall  Massej 

Upton        .        -        - 

WaUasey  - 

Ness 

NestoD,  Little     - 

Puddington 

15  14     - 

7  -     - 

4   10     - 
6  10     - 

17     -    - 

8  7- 
2     8- 

1,662  15     - 
26     8     - 
6     6- 
26     5     - 
35  17     - 
78  15     - 
41     2     - 
53     8     - 
31   10     - 

565  17     - 

8     3- 

1   14     - 

8     9- 

11    12     - 

25     7     - 

18     5     - 

17     4     - 

10     3     - 

2,228  12     - 
38  11     - 
6  19     - 
34  14     - 
47     9     - 
104     2     - 
54     7     - 
70  12     - 
41   13     - 

2,071   10     - 
22  18     - 
6     8- 
22     8     - 
31     -     - 
80     7     - 
26     3     - 
50  15     - 
30  11     - 

157     2     - 

10  18     - 
-  16     - 

12  11     - 
16     9     - 
28  15     - 
28     4     - 
19  17     - 

11  2     - 

— 

61     9     - 

1,960     5     - 

661   14     - 

2,621   19     - 

2,341   10     - 

280     9     - 

— 

Ponlton-eum-Seacombe 
Meolse,  Little     - 
Gayton      .        -        - 
Hooton      .        -        - 
Leighton    -         -        - 
Neston,  Great    - 

19- 

2     2- 

51     6     - 

301     1     - 
26     7     - 
31   10     - 

49  -     - 

50  15     - 
314     4     - 

97     -     - 

8     4- 

10     8     - 

15  16     - 

16  6     - 
101     5     - 

398     1     - 
33   11     - 
41   13     - 
64   16     - 
67     1     - 

415     9     - 

267     4     - 
16  10     - 
20  10     - 
82  19     - 
28  13     - 

102     1     - 

130  17     - 
17     1     •- 
21     3     - 
«1  17     - 
38     8     - 
313     8     - 

— 

54  17     - 

771   17     - 

248   14     - 

1,020   11     - 

467  17     - 

562  14     - 

— 

Union  Totals  -    - 

780     5     - 

4,346     9     - 

1,437   14     - 

5,784     3     - 

5,784     3     - 

996     2     - 

995     2     - 

No.  4.— COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  showing  the  Population,  the  Rateable  Value  and  the  Cost  for  Maintenance 

of  the  Poor  in  each  District  in  the  following  Years : 


NAME 

Population. 

Rateable  Value. 

Cost  of  Maintenance  of  the  Poor. 

of 

1841. 

,  Estimated 

1847. 

1859. 

1846 

1847. 

1848. 

1840. 

I860; 

1 

8  5a 

DISTRICT. 

1869. 

SetUed. 

Irremoyable. 

SetUed. 

IrremoTabfo. 

Commercial 
Agricultural 

17,038 
14,539 

42,169 
14,098 

62,472 
19,014 

£. 
121,674 

75,939 

£. 
233,546 

102,862 

£. 
826 

1,506 

£. 
1,369 

1,610 

£. 
3,046 

1,462 

£. 
2,968 

1,821 

£. 
2,296 

1,372 

£. 

474 

682 

£. 

3,431 
1,701 

£. 

2,904 

1,443 

Totals  -    -    - 

31,677 

57,167^     81,486 

197,613 

336,408 

2,381 

2,869 

4,608 

4,779 

3,667 

1,166 

6,132 

4,347 

yote, — ^The  sums  returned  in  the  years  1860  and  1869  as  payment  towards  irremovable  poor  are  the  amounts  contributed  by  the 
commercial  district  for  those  years.  The  cost  of  the  irremo?able  poor  residing  in  those  districts  in  the  years  1850  and  1859  were 
respectively  7442. 16  s.  11  <i.  and  3/4322.  6«. 
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Appendix,  No.  12. 


FAPEBS  deliTered  in  by  RickardKinff  Meade  King,  Esq.,  13  July  1860. 


Appendix,  No.  is. 


/ 

(A.) 

TAUNTON  UNION. 

Population, 
1851. 

Lunatics, 

Lady  Day, 

1860. 

Averages 
taken,  1845. 

Rateable  Value, 

26  March  1852. 

£.    8.    d. 

Ash  Priors        -        .        - 

. 

41 

... 

41 

716  12    - 

217 

... 

99 

928     8    - 

Basboroueh,  West    - 
Bi^enhall        ... 

460 
216 

... 

209 
94 

2,800     8     6 
1,068     8     - 

Bishop's  Hall 

1,677 

2 

221 

7,152     2     - 

Bishops  Lydeard 
Chedaon  Fitzpaine    - 

1,866 

2 

598 

8,944  10     - 

887 

... 

86 

2,464  18     - 

Churchstanton  ... 

1,067 

2 

870 

8,749  12     - 

Coombe  Florey 

872 

... 

118 

2,006     9     5 

Corfe        -        .        .        - 

896 

... 

70 

1,148  10     9 

Cothelstoue       .        -        - 

115 

... 

56 

1,257     8     - 

Creech,  St.  Michael  - 

1,219 

... 

276 

7,088     6     - 

Curland    .... 

267 

... 

52 

677     1     4 

Curry,  North    -        -        - 

1,856 

8 

675 

10,640     -     - 

Dorston    -        .        .        - 

258 

... 

61 

2,456     -    - 

Halse       .... 

412 

... 

166 

2,099     2  la 

Hatch  Beaochamp    - 

815 

1 

44 

1,721     2  10 

Hatch,  West     - 

458 

1 

67 

1,998  19     - 

Heathfield 

185 

... 

68 

1,266     8     - 

Kingston  .        -        .        • 

948 

1 

496 

5,694     -     - 

Lydeard,  St.  Lawrence 
Monckton,  West 

711 

1 

874 

8,651     1     a 

1,146 

... 

841 

8,856     1     1 

Norton  Fitzwarren    - 

689 

... 

109 

8,101   10  11 

Orchard  Portman 

49 

... 

20 

542     8     - 

Otterford  .        -        -        - 

461 

... 

178 

1,751  17     6 

Pitminster         -        .        - 

1,607 

1 

685 

6,617  18     8 

Rnishton  -        -        -        - 

458 

... 

76 

2,008     9     4 

Staple  Fitzpaine 

267 

1 

112 

1,852  17     - 

Staplegrove       .        -        - 
Stoke,  St  Gregory    - 

518 

... 

167 

8,624  14    ~ 

1,477 

1 

514 

6,868  14     6 

Stoke,  St.  Mary 

275 

. 

96 

1,749     6  10 

Taunton,  St.  James   • 

4,595 

5 

695 

18,471  14     1* 

Taunton,  St.  Mary  Magdalen 

8,524 

16 

1,825 

24,862     8     -t 

Thorn  Falcon    .        -        - 

229 

... 

49 

1,206     -     8 

Thurlbeer         ... 

212 

... 

98 

1,165     1     - 

Tolland     .... 

147 

.        -        - 

67 

1,121   15     8 

TruU        .... 

716 

1 

278 

8,968  18     - 

Wilton      .... 

949 

1 

217 

8,847     -    - 

Common  Fund  - 

- 

2 

— 

— 

85,106 

41 

9,591 

162,818     7     4 

£.       i 

r.  d. 

£.       $.    d. 

♦  Jftevalued,  1858    -    - 

(p 

■OSs)  16,811     i 

5  11     .    -    - 

-    (rateable) 

11,572    -    8 

Present  rate,  May  1800 

„     (not  adde< 

lup)  .    .    . 

99 

12,208  10     - 

t  Revalued,  1856    -    - 

(p 

oss)  81,881  1( 

)     7     .    .    - 

-    (rateable) 

22,818     2     6 

Present  rate,  May  1860 

„      81,744  16 

1     -    -    - 

n 

22,191  10    •* 

0.96. 
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CD.) 
Taunton  Union. — Cost  of  Isbemovable  Poob. 


T—   J^^ 

Out-door. 

Extm 

Medical 
Fees. 

Lunatics. 

Yagranta.   . 

In-door. 

In-door. 

Oat-door. 

. 

£.    s. 

d. 

£.     8.    d. 

£.  8.    d. 

£.    i.    d. 

£.  $.    d. 

£.  I. 

d. 

£.         B.     d. 

1850 : — Michaelmas 

71   14 

6 

948    4     1 

6  10    - 

31  18     - 

1     1     4 

1  13 

2 

1,066      1      I 

1861 :— Lady-day     - 

70     1 

- 

937  16     7 

11     -    - 

23     8    7 

1  17    - 

2    - 

4 

1,046     8      6 

Michadmas 

86     1 

4 

938     8     -. 

11   10     - 

16     3    - 

1-6 

1     1 

10 

1,063     4      8 

1862:— Lady-day     - 

67  12 

6 

864    -     8 

4  10     - 

18     8     - 

2     2     8 

-     7 

10 

967     1      8 

Michaelmas 

71  14 

fi 

892     7     7 

1  10     - 

16     6     6 

17- 

-    6 

1 

983  11     7 

1868 :— Lady-day     • 

82  18 

6 

922     2     2 

2     -     - 

6     4- 

1  16     6 

«k         2 

4 

1/)14  18     6 

Michaelmas          • 

88     8 

8 

909  11     7 

18     -     - 

- 

1     -    - 

-    7 

4 

1,017     7      7 

1864  }— Lady-day     • 

102     1 

2 

1,087     8     2 

10  10     - 

- 

2     9- 

-  11 

1 

1,162  19     5 

MichaeloMs 

107  16 

6 

1,081   12     - 

3     «     - 

- 

2     4     4 

-     3 

6 

1,194  16     4 

1866 :— Lady-day     - 

71   14 

6 

1,086     1     - 

6  10     - 

- 

2     6     4 

-  16 

11 

1,166     6     8 

Michaelmas 

66  11 

6 

1,037     2     1 

4     -    - 

6  16     6 

2     2- 

-     2 

3 

1,116  13     4 

1866:— Lady-day     - 

83  16 

6 

1,091   14     - 

9     -    - 

17     6     4 

2     7     6 

-     - 

10 

1,204     3     2 

Michaelmas 

78  16 

1 

1,101  16  11 

14  17     6 

11  14     - 

2     7     6 

-  13 

3 

1,210     5     3 

1867 :— Lady-day     * 

108     4 

8 

1,033     8     1 

12  16     - 

29     6     6 

2  12     - 

-     6 

9 

1,186  11   11 

Michaelmas 

76     9 

9 

997  16  10 

26     -    - 

81     8  10 

2     9- 

-     1 

4 

1,124     4     9 

1868:— Lady-day     - 

72     6 

- 

1,009  14     6 

26  16     - 

13     6     6 

2     2- 

-    9 

3 

1,124  12     2 

Michaelmas 

68  18 

- 

1,070  16     8 

43  16     - 

26  12     6 

19- 

-    9 

5 

1,201  12     7 

1869 :— Lady-day     - 

66     2 

- 

1,021     0     9 

39  16     - 

26  19     is 

1   13     - 

-     3 

3 

1,154     2     2 

Michaelmas 

67  10 

- 

976     8     8 

36     2     6 

10     2     7 

1  10     - 

-13 

2 

1,081      1    11 

1860 :— Ladyniay     - 

61     9 

3 

1,022    9    a 

18  16    ^ 

11  16     8 

1    a    - 

-     1 

6 

1,105  16   11 

Total  Average  Cost  for  last  three  years,  ending  Lady-day  1860 
Extra  Medical  fees  for  year  ending  Lady-day  1861  only 
Ditto    -    -    -    ditto    -    -    .    Lady-day  1860 


£.  $.  d. 

2,296  -  - 

17  10  - 

63  17  6 
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(E.) 
NncBES  OF  Irremovablb  Pook  ih  thb  TAUinx>N  Unioh. 


In-door. 

Vagrants. 

Oot-door. 

Vagrants. 

Total. 

1850 :— MichaeliDM    •        .        • 

51 

829 

1,809 

14 

1,708 

1851 :— Lady-daj  '     .        .        • 

64 
76 

489 
440 

1,268 
1,858 

85 
10 

1,851 

1,884 

1852:— lady-day        -        -        - 
MichftdliD&s  •        •        • 

58 
81 

529 
482 

1,180 
1,284 

6 
12 

1,778 
1,759 

1858 :— Ladr-daj       -        .        - 
Michaelmas   •       •       • 

74 
77 

490 
214 

1,248 
1,218 

4 
7 

1,816 
1,516 

1854  z— Ladr-day       -        •        - 
Midiaelmat   •       -       • 

74 
51 

862 
811 

1,818 
1,854 

18 
2 

1,762 
1,718 

1855:— Ladj-daj        ... 
Michaelmas   *       •       • 

51 
54 

881 
882 

1,464 

1,288 

10 

4 

1,856 
1,678 

1856:— Ladr-day 

Micnaelnias    •        •       - 

65 
46 

825 
860 

1,255 
1,828 

4 
6 

1,649 
1,785 

1857 :— Lady-day        -        -        . 
Michaelmas    -        -        - 

68 
62 

478 
426 

1,808 
1,185 

7 
2 

1,851 
1,675 

1858:— Lady-day 

Michaelmas    -       -        - 

48 
49 

890 
824 

1,242 
1,429 

4 
8 

1,684 
1,805 

1859 :— Ladr-day       ... 
Michaelmas    ... 

56 
49 

897 
816 

1,887 
1,156 

8 
12 

1,848 
1,588 

I860 :— Lady-day        ... 

50 

279 

1,272 

8 

1,604 

Appendix,  No.  it. 


(F.) 
County  Rate  in  the  Taunton  Union. 


Angersleigh 
Ash  Priors 
Bagborongh,  West 
BiokenhaU 
Bishops  Hull 
Bishop  Lydeard 
Cheddon  Fitzpaine 
Churchstanton*  - 
Coombe  Florey  - 
Corfe 

Cothelstone 
Creech,  St.  Michael 
Curland     - 
Curry,  North 
Durston 
Halse 

Hatch  Beauchamp 
Hatch,  West 
Heaihfield  - 
EiDgston    • 


800 
1,123 
2,555 
1,458 

7,186 
9,830 
2,388 

2,630 
1,200 
1,321 
8,291 
825 
11,851 
8,282 
2,800 
1,708 
2,800 
1,826 
7,400 


Lydeard,  St.  Lawrence 
Monkton,  West  -        -        -        - 
Norton  Fitzwarren      -        -        - 
Orchard  Portman        .        .        - 

Otterford 

Pitminster  -  -  -  -  - 
Raishton  -  -  -  -  • 
Staple  Fitzpaine  -  .  -  - 
Staplegrore  -  .  .  . 
Stoke,  St  Gregory  .  .  - 
Stoke,  St.  James  •        •        • 

Taunton,  St  Mary      -        .        . 
Taunton,  St  Mary  Magdalen 
Thorn  Falcon      .        -        -        . 

Thurlbeer 

Tolland 

Trull 

Wilton       .        -        .        -        - 

£. 


£. 

8,700 
8,912 
8,959 
859 
1,750 
8,000 
2,506 
2,827 
4,256 
8,860 
1,780 
17,000 
81,668 
1,600 
1,258 
1,200 
4,870 
4,350 


177,965 


*  Churchstanton  is  in  Deron. 
County  Rate,  at  |  in  pound         ... 


£.  185.  7.  7. 


0.95- 


30 


Digitized  by 


Google 


474 


APPENDIX  TO  REPORT  FROM  THB 


Appendix,  No.  13. 
PAPERS  delivered  in  by  F.  W.  Knight,  Esq.,  m.  p. 


PARTICULARS  of  a  Tabut  of  Close  and  Open  Parishes,  brought  forward  by  Mr.  Knight,  pp.  365  to  393 
of  his  Evidence^  to  shoMr  that  tbf  Close  Parishes  have  not  as  a  rule  shifted  their  Burden  or  decreased  their 
Rates  in  a  greater  degree  than  the  Open  Parishes  in  their  vicinity,  during  the  12  Years  of  tbe  Operation 
of  the  Irremovable  Act. 


Mr.  HawUijft  Close  Parishes,  selected  from  the  North  and  East  Ridings  of  TorhMre. 


Close  Parishes. 


Suffield-cnm-Everley  • 
Wharran  Percy  - 
Howsham  -        -        • 
Eddlethorpe 
Birdsale      -        -        - 
Little  Edstone    - 
North  Holme     - 
Aryholme  and  Howthorpe 
Thornton  Baxby- 

Milden  Orange  - 

Morton  (extra  parish)  - 
Sittenham  -        -        • 


Paid  for  the 

ReliefofthePoorin 

1847. 

1859. 

£. 

£. 

82 

36 

45 

36 

97 

38 

15 

tl 

126 

173 

nil 

3 

4 

14 

9 

10 

38 

19 

/place  not  known  at 

\    Poor  Law  Board. 

nil        1         ao 

place  not 

known.      | 

Paid  for  tbe 
Relief  of  tbe  Pborm 


Close  Parishes. 

Kinediorpa 

Sexnow      -  -        - 

Crosby        -  -        - 
KilleAy      - 
Wilton,  East  (Without) 

Hulton  Hang  - 

Akebtr       .  .        - 

Ea»by         .  .        - 
Hemlington 

21  Close  Parishes 


Inereasa  of  8  per  cent 
m  12  years. 


Close  Parishes  selected  by  Mr.  TTeofe. 


BsDFonssHiSE; 

Close  Parishaiu 

Upper  Gravenhnrst     - 
Lower  ditto 

Millbrook  -        .        • 
Biddenham 

Bletsoe       -        -        . 
Bromham  •        .        . 

Cardington 

Cople         -        -        • 

Elstow       ... 
Knotting    -        -        . 

Melchboum 
Reuhold      - 

Sonldrop    ... 
Wilhngton  -        -        - 

Cockayne  Hadej  . 
Edworth     -        .        - 

Eyeworth   -        .        - 
Stondon      -        -        - 

Sutton        ... 
Worden      -        .        - 

Barford,  Little     - 
Battlesden .        .        • 

Holcot 

Salford       -        -        . 

Tingrith      -        .        - 


Paid  for  the 
Relief  of  the  Poor  in 


1847. 


£. 

134 

24 


108 


3,859 


1850. 


£. 

131 

24 


258 

200 

160 

141 

216 

236 

170 

190 

301 

445 

337 

332 

314 

3T0 

75 

54 

80 

105 

212 

226 

138 

58 

203 

143 

88 

91 

30 

60 

53 

64 

3 

6 

302 

255 

461 

«m 

12 

42 

114 

86 

124 

56 

157 

215 

58 


HuifTlVODOHSfitltB. 

Close  Parishes. 
Barhasi      .... 
Bnckworth         ... 
Comiiagton         ... 
Coppingford        ... 
Hammerfbrd       ... 
Raveley,  Great  -        .        - 
„        Little   -        -        . 
Repton  Abbotts  ... 
Sawtry  St.  Judith 
Upton        .        .        .        - 
Wood  Walton     - 
WooUay     -        - 
Caldecott    -        •        .        • 
Chesterton  -        .        .        - 
Denton       .... 
Glatton       .... 
Haddon      .... 
'Morbonme  ... 

Orton  Longville  ... 
Washingley  ... 
Water  Newton  -  .  - 
Hurst,  Old  ... 

Wilton  .... 
Diddington  •  .  • 
MldToe  .... 
Paxton,  Little  -  -  • 
South  Hoe  -  -  •■  -  -  * 
Tetworth  -  .  -  - 
Toseland  .... 
Waresley  -  -  -  - 
Giddings,  Little  -        •        - 


4,059 


\ 


Paid  for  the 
Relief  of  the  Poor  in 


1847. 


£. 

10 
119 
110 

11 
102 
218 

80 
264 
271 
147 
151 

26 

50 

20 

113 

1S4 

34 

241 

190 

40 

98 

221 

88 

33 

102 

174 

208 

75 

151 

6 


1850. 


£. 

0 
75 

117 
3 

131 

282 
61 

242 

234 
90 

172 
30 
49 
38 
60 

119 
02 
84 
08 

750 
40 
03 

124 

44 

0 

87 

118 

146 
60 
05 
46 


8,562 


3,007 
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Google 
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Mr.  Hawley. 

NORTHUHBEBLAND. 

Close  Pariflhes. 


Boulmer     - 
Eglingham 
Greens  and  Glanties 
Shilbottle   - 
Whittle      - 
Bamburgh  Castle 
Shoreswood 
TwiziU 
Wallbottle  - 


Paid  for  the 
Relief  of  the  Poor  in 


Rosedon    -        -        - 
Acorn  be,  East     - 

[St.  Peter's - 
Bywell  -<         and 

[St.  Andrew's 

Styford 

Morpeth  Castle  -        -i 

Spittle  Hill 

Biddlestone         -        •«. 

Fairnkj     ... 

Netherton,  Nosth  side 

Nunnykirk 

Ryle,  Little 
Todburn     - 
Hartley      -        .        ^ 
Newsham,  &c.    - 


:| 


Mr.  MomelL 


Basford. 
Close  Parishes. 


Annestley    - 

Barton 

Bradmore  • 

Bridgeford  (West) 

Bunny 

CliAon  with  Glapton 

Colwiek     - 

Cossall 

Gamstone  - 

Gotham 

Newstead   - 

Wilford      - 

Thrumpton 

Trowel!      - 

WoUaton    - 


Mr.  Wright. 

In  or  near  RoTSTotzr  Ukign. 
2  Close  Parishes. 
Bygrave    -        -        .        - 
little  Chishall*  - 


1847. 


£. 
76 
85 
26 

171 
21 
16 

141 
25 

126 

11 
nil. 

51 

14 

3 

72 

nil 

69 

nil. 

43 

0 

18 

6 

610 

578 


2,119 


1,878 


76 
21 


0.96. 


96 


1859. 


£. 

16 

82 

22 

140 

10 

12 

185 

139 

216 

20 
1 

56 

12 

17 

81 
nil. 

61 
nil. 

15 
nil. 

10 
nil. 
590 
551 


2^186 


1»7 

89 

59 

98 

100 

180 

68 

54 

98 

157 

92 

52 

28 

25 

20 

45 

17 

16 

225 

282 

78 

68 

120 

80 

29 

8 

181 

78 

186 

242 

1,874 


118 
82 


145 


476 


Mr,  Sotvell. 

SOUTHWEIX. 

Close  Parishes. 

Bilsthorpe  ... 
Cromwell-  -  -  . 
Hallongbton  ... 
Hockerton  ... 
Holme  .... 
Kelham  -  .  .  . 
Kirklington  -  .  . 
Kneesall  -  -  .  . 
Laxton  -  .  .  . 
Maplebeck  *  .  . 
South  Muskham 
Ossington  -  '  .  ' 
Ruflford  -  ..  ..  . 
Syerstone  -  -  .  . 
Thorpe  (Newark  Hun4red) 
Winterbourne  ... 
Stoke        .... 


Paid  for  the 
Relief  of  the  Poor  in 


1847. 


Mr.  ffowell. 

Newark. 
Close  Pariahes. 

Cotham    -  •        . 

Hawton    -  .        . 
Staunton  ... 
Wijithorpe 
Marston    - 

Pardon     -  .        . 

Westborough  - 


Mr.  Moore. 

Near  Lxeds. 
Open  Township 

5*  Close  Parishes. 

Temple  Newsome 
Garforth  -        -        . 
Roundhay 
Swillington 
Harewood 


1,365 


682 


1859. 


£. 

100 

£. 

82 

52 

74 

2 

4 

84 

12 

24 

68 

101 

91 

104 

84 

122 

90 

189 

225 

48 

85 

154 

90 

80 

70 

158 

167 

IS  \ 

11 

10 

niL 

96 

145 

73 

112 

1,410 


9 

31 

145 

123 

n 

59 

88 

n 

122 

161 

96 

aa 

U 

M 

5&1 


"3  0  2 


(eontinued) 
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APPENDIX  TO  EEPORT  FROM  THE 


Mr.  FamaU. 

Chetet,  near  Wakefibld, 

Close  Parish. 
Chevet       .... 

Mr.  Flint 

Near  Louth. 
6  Close  Parishes. 
Tattewell    -        -        -  .     - 
Withcall    -        -        -        . 
North  Elkington 
South  Elkington 
HaUmgton  ... 


Mr.  Holmes. 

Near  Lihcoln. 

4  Close  Parishes. 

Cherry  Willingham    - 

Reepham    -        -        -        • 

Fisherton   -        -        -        - 

Greatwell  -        -       -        - 

Mr.  Hedley. 

Near  Sukdeblanb. 
1  Close  Parish. 
Ryhope      -        -       -       - 

Mr.  Peach. 

CflBSTERnBU). 

6  Close  Parishes. 
Great  Barlow     - 
Morton      -       -        *       - 
Stavelj       .        -        -        - 
Sutton>cum-Dackmanworth 
Wingerworth      -        -        - 


Mr.  Coxon. 

WiRRAL  UmIOK. 

5  Close  Parishes. 
Caldy 

Oreaslej     -        -        - 
Overpool    -        .       - 
Netherpool 
Irby  .... 


Paid  for  the 
Reliefof  thePoorin 


1847. 


£. 
18 


03 
24 
56 
120 
58 


851 


88 
104 
286 

49 


427 


86 


115 
50 

680 
64 

127 


986 


11 
44 

4 
nU. 


78 


1859. 


£. 
46 


180 

6 

50 

95 

67 


848 


107 

118 

109 

85 


869 


69 


194 
16 
824 
177 
285 


1,446 


nil. 

1 

nil. 

pil. 

4 


Mr.  A.  Beckett. 

Essiz. 

Close  Parishes. 
Langenhoe 

Little  Borstead 

Dunton 

West  Homdon 

Laiodon 


Mr.  Howell. 

BlKGHAX. 

Close  Parishes. 
Elton         .        .        -        . 

Granby      -        -  -  . 

Holme  Pierrepoint 

Langar       .        .  •  . 

Tithby        .        -  .  . 

Mr.  HoweCL 

Maksfibld  Ukiok. 
Close  Parishes. 
Teversall    .        .        .        , 

Sobeholme 

Glasswell   -        -        -        . 

Wt.HoweU. 

Worksop  Ukiov. 
Close  Parishes. 
Carbnrton  •        •        «        • 

Hodsack    •       .       .       . 

Letwill       .        .        .        . 

Firbeek      -        -        .        . 


Mr.  HowdL 

East  Retford. 

Close  Parbhes. 
Babworth  ... 


Bottiansale 
GniDster     - 


Paid  for  die 
Relief  of  die  Poor  in 


1847. 


£. 
26 

49 
187 
111 

19 


842 


180 
10 
44 


284 


64 

156 

44 

42 


806 


52 
157 
144 

84 
242 


629 


101 
157 
185 


898 


1859. 


65 
US 


811 


HI 
U 
3S 


164 


tl 
61 
S8 


189 


28 
194 

m 

6 
3tf 


lis 

109 
109 


S80 
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Opek  and  Clmb  Pabubbs  selected  bj  Mr.  A.  Beckett,  in  Norfolk  and  Suffolk,  to  show  the  Operation  of  the 

Poor  Laws  in  each. 


THINGOE  UNION. 

QpBir  Parishes. 

Close  Parishxs. 

Paid  for  the 
Relief  of  the  Poor  in 

Paid  for  the 
Relief  of  the  Poor  in 

r 

1847. 

1850. 

Ickworth 

Westley 

Rushbrooke      -        -        -        . 
Hengrave          -        .        -        - 
Barton,  Great  .        -        -        - 
Fomham  .        -        -        -        . 

1847. 

' 

1859. 

Great  Welneihan 

Chevington         .... 

Pakenham          .        -        .        . 

Troston 

Barrow 

Brockley 

Homingsheaih    -        -        -        . 

£. 

108 
406 
842 
235 
604 
267 
244 

£. 

185 

880 
468 
169 
567 
151 
152 

£. 

73 
41 
60 
146 
589 
67 

£• 

40 
59 
120 
115 
897 
124 

2,286 

2,071 

926 

855 

Decrease,  0  per  cent. 

Decrease,  8  per  cent 

* 

STOWMARKET  UNION. 

Siowmarket        .... 

■Combes 

Beyton       -        -        -        .        . 

816 
850 
lOB 

575 
885 
127 

Gipping    .        .        -        .        - 
Harleston         .... 
Stowlangtoft     .... 

80 

58 

120 

85 

72 

168 

1,274 

1,087 

258 

270 

Decrease,  15  per  cent. 

Increase,  5  per  cent 

' 

BOSMERE  AND  C 

ILATDON  UNION. 

Debenham-        «... 
Needham  Market 

1,085 
889 

629 
808 

Creeting  St  Olave    ... 
Nettlestead       .... 

17 
45 

2 
84 

1,424 
1 

987 

62 

86 

Decrease,  35  per  cent. 

Decrease,  42  per  cent 

WC 

^ODBRIDGE  AND  I 

^LOMESGATE  UNION. 

little  Bealmgs   .... 
Woodbridge       .        -        -        - 
Charsfield 

201 

2,884 

411 

887 

107 

1,752 

221 

249 

Letteringham    .... 
Boulge     •        •        •        •        . 

Hoo 

Kesgrave-        .... 

111 
11 

161 
98 

183 
16 

112 
46 

8,288 

2,829 

881 

857 

1 

Decrease,  29  per  cent 

Decrease^  6  per  cent 

8AMF0RI 

)  UNION. 

Tattingstone       .        «        .        « 
Chelmondistoa   -        .        .      .. 

77 
88 

78 
161 

Digitized  by ' 

165 

289 

Increase,  45  per  cent  1 

0.96, 

J 

\03 

GooqI 
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APPENDIX  TO  REPORT  FROM  THE 


Open  and  Close  Parishes,  selected  by  Mr.  A.  Beckett,  in  Norfolk  and  Suffolk,  icc^^^continuedL 


MILDENHALL  UNION. 


BL  Peter's  - 
St.Mary'B- 
8t  Cathbert's 


Qity  of  NormicK 


THETFOKD  UNION. 


862 
606 
600 


1,368 


235 
308 
861 


880 


Decrease,  36  per  cent. 


Kilyerstone 
Brettenham 
Santon 

Wreatham,  £aat« 
Ditto,      West 
Stnrston 


HENSTEAD  UNION 


Whittingham 

Intwood 

Holverstone 

Bixlej 

Arminghall 

Caistor  St  Edmund's 

Markshall  - 

Keswick 

Stoke  Holy  Cross 

Cringleford 


Opbn  Parishes. 

Close  Parishes. 

Paid  for  the 
Belief  of  the  Poor  in 

Paid  for  the 
Relief  <^  the  Peork 

r 

1847. 

1859. 

(             

1847. 

1850. 

Likenheath 

.       .        ,        . 

708 

768 

Elvedon     - 
Wangford  - 

. 

23 

8 

47 
.     nil. 

Increase,  8  per  cent. 

31 

47 

Increase,  51  percent 

Broome 
Hales 

Ditchingham 
Loddon 


ST.  FAITH'S  UNION. 

St.  Faith's-        -        .        .        . 
Sprowstone         -        -        -        - 
Pelthorpe   -        -        -        -        - 
Haynford  ----- 

1,142 
480 
803 
271 

426 
224 
281 

77 

Attlebridge         -        -        .        - 
Alderford  -        -        -        -        - 
Little  Witchin^kam    •        - 
Spixworth  •        «        -        .        - 

2,146 

V 

1,008 

Decrease,  52  per<^nt 

LODDON  AND  CLAVERING  UNION. 


251 
156 
410 
660 


1,467 


228 
112 
294 
271 


1,100 


Decrease,  25  per  cent 


Stockton 


128 
16 
91 

146 


810 


86 
78 
99 
71 


268 


Decrease,  16  per  cent. 


Digitized  by 
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4^9 


Mr.  PigoU. 


ABINGDON  UNION. 


Opbn  Parishes. 


Close  Parishes. 


AppletOQ  and  Eaton    - 
Cumnor      -        -        - 
Draycott  Moor   - 
Kingston  Bag     - 
Marcham    «•        •        - 
St  Helen  - 
St  Nicholas 
Steventon   ♦        -        - 
Sutton  CouHney  (Berks) 
Svtton  Wick       -       * 


Paid  for  the 
Relief  of  the  Poor  in 


1847. 


222 
481 
187 
149 
852 

1,976 

876 
577 
194 


4,800 


1859. 


£. 

214 
524 
128 
182 
809 
1,989 
188 
417 
868 
204 


Bnrcott    - 
Chislehampton  » 
Clifton      - 
Drajton  f  Berks) 
Drayton  (Oxon) 
Lyford      - 
Nuneham  Courtney 
Rad^y     - 


4,418 


Paid  for  the 
ReUefofthePoorin 


1847. 


£. 


1,828 


1859. 


71 

06 

126 

76 

118 

188 

191 

175 

317 

214 

153 

09 

70 

40 

282 

285 

1,089 


AMER8HAM  UNION. 


Amersham  -        ...        - 
Beabonsfieid       .        -        .        - 
Chalfont,  St  Giles      -       •       - 
Ditto    StPetert    -       -       - 
Coleshiil  (Berks  and  Ba(^) 

1,197 
745 
887 
742 

287 

1,418 
606 
761 
664 
289 

Sear  Green        •        -        -        - 
Penn         ..... 

141 
583 

78 
587 

3,80a 

3,783 

724 

665 

AYLESBURY  UNION. 


Buckland  *        -        •  •  - 

Chearsley    -        -        -  ^  - 

Cublington          .        .  -  . 

Caddington          -        -  -  - 
Grendon  Underwood  - 

Hartwell     t        .        -  .  - 

Xiudgershall         .        .  .  . 

Oving         -        -        .  -  - 

Quainton  Dereham  and  Clodder- 

shall 

Stone          -        -        .  .  - 

lYc^ddesdon         .        -  -  - 
Westcott  (Handet)      - 

"Whitchurch         -        -  -  - 

'Winehendon,  Lcrw^r   -  -  - 


277 

227 

198 

173 

140   - 

114 

512 

449 

285 

268 

70 

4 

363 

514 

358 

440 

670 

578 

440 

387 

1,401 

1,086 

142 

122 

639 

558 

256 

205 

5,751 

5,070 

Winchenddn,  Upper 


BICESTER  UNION. 


■        I  ■         II    III   T  !■  "    7  ••    Tifc 

Caversfield  -        -        - 

XAQTltOn  .... 
Tritwell  .... 
Jslip  -  .  -  .1 
Xiower  Hayford  -  -  . 
Souldern  -  -  -  •  - 
Bicester  -  -  .  . 
Heath  .... 

Bletefaington       -        -        - 


8? 

73 

381 

235 

154 

159 

242 

215 

276 

126 

165 

220 

1,267 

1,046 

110 

125 

'    269 

246 

2,951 

2,445 

Tadmore  -        •        - 
Hardtrick 
Newton  Purcell 
Weston-on-the-Oreen 


0.95- 


3O4 


411 


19 

7 

34 

7 

59 

87 

306 

225 

326 
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Google 
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APPENDIX  TO  REPORT  FROM  THE 


Mr.  P^tt— oonti&a«d. 


BUCKINGHAM  UNION. 


Ofst  Pabuhk. 

Closb  Pabishib. 

Paid  for  the 
ReliefofthePoorin 

Paid  for  tliA 
Relief  of  the  Poor  xa 

1847. 

1869. 

Lillington  Dayrell     -        -        - 

Ditto      Lovell      - 
Addington        -        .       -        - 
HiUersden        .... 
Raddiffe-cum-Clackmore  - 

1847. 

\ 
1869. 

Akeley 

Adstock 

Padbtuy 

Steeple  Claydon .       -        .        . 
Thornborongh     .... 
Leckhampstead  .        •        -        - 
Preston  Bisset    .... 

£. 

121 
257 
626 
698 
684 
314 
408 

£. 

178 
240 
414 
619 
469 
881 
868 

£. 

214 

85 

48 

218 

184 

£. 

171 
OS 

6t 
244 
IM 

2,768 

2,644 

694 

701 

HEADINGTON  UNION. 


Cowley 

fieadbgton 

Iffley 

Marston 

St.  Clements 

Stannton  St  John 

Wheatley    - 


844 

229 

648 

688 

898 

222 

288 

148 

479 

816 

416 

6 

616 

828 

8,032 

1,981 

Beckley  - 
Cuddeston 
Holton  - 
Woodeaton 


THAME  UNION. 


BriU.        .       -       . 
Lone  Crendon    - 
ChaJgroye  and  Rofford 
Ickford       . 
Aston  Rowant    - 
Crowell      - 
Thame        .       .        . 
Towersey   ... 
Hilton  (Great)  . 
Maton(  Little)    - 
Shabbington 
Sherburn    -        -        . 
Tetsworth  -        -        - 
Chilworth  .        .        - 
Chilton  and  Easington 
Dorton       .        .        . 
Lewknor  '  - 


1,039 

669 

1,206 

786 

646 

868 

217 

211 

798 

656 

170 

108 

2,638 

1,766 

220 

267 

408 

282 

892 

266 

640 

270 

482 

241 

414 

257 

194 

69 

482 

337 

179 

102 

687 

468 

10,856 

6,908 

Albnry     - 
Eingsey   - 
Emmington 
Sydenham 


WINBLOW  UNION. 


jIow        ... 

269 
247 

246 
196 

OT  - 

859 
867 

490 
648 

- 

889 

489 

East  Clayton    .       .       -       - 

409 

«7« 

8,081 

2,014 

409 

976 

Drayton  Parslow 
Mnrsley 
North  Marston 
Stewkley 
Winslow 


Digitized  by 
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Mr.  P^o^<— continued. 


WYCOMBE  UNION. 


Opik  Pabishbs. 


Close  Pabishbs. 


Pingest  -  -  - 
Great  Marlow  - 
Ibstone  -  -  - 
Radnage  -  -  - 
Stokencburch  (Oxon)  - 
Turville  -  -  - 
Hughenden 
West  Wycombe « 
Bradenham 
Woobnm  - 
Little  Marlow 
Wycombe  Parish 

Ditto     Borough     - 
Little  Missenden 


Paid  for  the 
Relief  of  the  Poor  in 


1847. 


248 
284 
202 

aoG 

768 

802 
1,088 
1,274 

107 
1,206 

609 
1,805 
1,485 

886 


11,794 


1869. 


166 

1,446 

140 

198 

024 

216 

877 

1,028 

88 

717 

269 

1,842 

1,218 

444 


Paid  for  the 
Relief  of  the  Poor  in 


Lewkner  Uphill 
Hedsor    - 


8,701 


Appendix,  No.  14. 


REMOVAL  OF  IRISH   POOR. 


Letter  from  the  Clerk  to   the  Guardians  of  the  Parish  of  Birmingham,  to  the 

Right  Honourable  C  P.  Villiers. 

Sir,  Parish  of  Birmingham,  13  June  1860. 

Enclosed  I  have  the  honour  to  transmit,  as  requested  by  the  ''Irremovable  Poor'^ 
Committee  of  the  House  of  Commons,  a  copy  of  the  directions  observed  by  our  officer,  in 
removing  paupers  to  Ireland,  and  which  will  be  found  in  the  margin  of  the  Form  of  Order 
itself. 

I  find  that  the  money  and  provisions  supplied  to  the  paupers,  by  our  officer,  on  board  the 
vessel,  forms  no  part  of  the  directions.  I  also  find  that  2«.  are  generally  given  to  every 
adult,  and  1  s.  for  each  child,  and  also  a  supply  of  bread  and  cheese  for  each  individual ; 
and  if  the  distance  they  have  to  travel  from  the  coast  is  considerable,  more  money  is  given. 

1  hope  the  Committee  will,  therefore,  permit  me  to  amend  my  evidence  in  this  respect. 


Appendix,  No.  14. 


The  Right  Honourable 
C.  P.  Villiers,  m.p. 


I  have,  &c. 
(signed)        James  Corder, 

Clerk  to  the  Guardians. 


0.95- 


3P 
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APPENDIX  TO  REPORT  FROM  THE 


Borcugh  of 

fiirmiogham 

in  the  Coonty  of 

Warwlek, 

towit. 


§1 


o 


EXAMINATION. 

The  Examination  of  taken  on  oath  before  us,  the 

undersigned,  being  two  of  Her  Majesty's  Justices^  of  the  Peace,  acting  in  and  for  the 
said  borough  of  Birmingham,  in  the  said  county  of  Warwick,  this  day  of 

186       who  on  h         oatk  saith  that  according  to  the  best  of 
h         knowledge  and  belief     he  was  born  in  in  that  part 

of  the  United  kingdom  called  Ireland,  which     he  lefl  about 
ago,  and  hath  no  settlement  in  that  part  of  the  United  Kingdom  called 
liingland,  and  hath  actually  become  and  is  now  chargeable  to  the  parish  of 
Birmingham,  in  the  said  borough  of  Birmingham,  in  the  said  coonty  of 
Warwick,  and  that  he  bath  a  wife  named 
and  child  ,  that  is  to  say. 


»   -3  «    o 

is     55 

JS-if    51 

11 


28 


5  5-3  g-S  * 


neither  of  which  children  have  gained  a  settlement  in  England. 


Sworn  the  day  and  year"! 
first  above  written,  before  us/" 


Warrant  Order  of  Removal. 


Borough  of 

Birmingham 

in  the  Conntj  of 

Warwick, 

to  wit 


To  James  Bernard  Sweeney,  appointed  to  conduct  the  poor  persons  hereinafter  mentioned 
from  Birmingham  to  Liverpool     And  to  the  master  of  the 

vessel  engaged  to  convey  tne  said  poor  persons  to  Ireland. 

Whereas  complaint  hath  been  made  by  the  Board  of  Guardians  of  the  poor  of  the 
parish  of  Birmingham,  in  the  said  borough  of  Biimingham,  in  the  said  coumty  of  Warwick| 
unto  u»j  whose  names  are  hereunto  set,  and  seals  affixed,  two  of  Her  Majesty's  Justices  of 
the  Peace,  acting  in  and  for  the  said  borough,  that 

a  person  bom  in  Ireland,  hath  become,  and  is  now  chargeable  to  the  said  pariih  of 
Birmingham. 

And  whereas  upon  examination  of  the  said 
taken  upon  oath  before  us  (which  examination  is  hereto  annexed),  it  doth  appear  to  onr 
satisfaction  that  he  was  bom  in  Ireland,  and  hath  not  a  settlement  in  England,  and  that  he 
hath  a  wife  named  and  child 

videlicet : 

neither  of  which  child  has  any  settlement  in  England.    These  are,  therefore,  to 

require  you,  the  said  James  Bernard  Sweeney,  to  convey  the  said 

his  wife  and  family  aforesaid,  to  Liverpool,  and  you  the  said  master  of  the  said  vessel  to 
convey  the  said  his  wife  and  family  aforesaid,  from 

Liverpool,  to  the  port  of  in  Ireland,  in  the  manner  directed  by 

the  regulations  of^  the  justices  of  the  said  borough  of  Birmingham,  in  the  said  county  of 
Warwick ;  and  approved  by  Sir  James  Graham,  one  of  Her  Majesty's  Principal  Sfcretarics 
of  State,  in  pursuance  of  the  provisions  of  a  certain  Act  made  and  passed  in  the  ninth  year 
of  the  reign  of  Queen  Victoria,  intituled  •*  An  Act  to  amend  the  Laws  relating  to  the 
removal  of  poor  persons  bom  in  Scotland,  Ireland,  the  islands  of  Man,  Scilly,  Jerseyi  or 
Guernsey,  and  chargeable  in  England." 

Given  under  our  hands  and  seals  this  day  of 

in  the  year  of  our  Lord,  One  thousand  eight  hundred  and  sixty 
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Cleredon       ... 

Dundry         ... 

Easton-in.Gordano,  or 
St.  George. 

Flax  Bourton 

Kean    .... 

Kingston  Seymour 

Long  Ashton 

Nailsea          -        .        . 

Port;bary       -        -        : 

Portishead    -        -        - 

Tickenham    ... 
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Winford        .        -        - 
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Yatton- 
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APPENDIX  TO  REPORT  FROM  THE 


Appendix,  No.  16. 


No.  1. 

YORK    UNION. 

Common  Fund  Charges  for  Six  MonOw  ended  March  1850,  and  for  Six  Months  ended  Mareh  1860. 


City  : 

All  Saints,  North-street 
All  Saints,  Pavement 
Andrew,  Saint  -        .        • 
Crux,  Saint      .        .         . 
Cuthbert,  Saint,  &c.  - 
Dennis,  Saint    -        •        . 
George,  Saint  -        -        - 
Giles,  Saint      .        •        . 
Helen,  Saint,  Stonegate 
Holj  Trinity,  Goodramgate 
Holy  Trinity,  King^s-coort 
Holy  Trinity,  Mioklegate 
John,  Saint,  Delpike  - 
John,  Saint  Mioklegate 
Lawrence,  Saint 
Margaret,  Saint 
Martin-le«Grand,  Saint 
Mary,  Saint,  Castlegate 
Martin-cam-Gregory,  Saint 
Mary,  Bishophill,  jonr.,  St. 
Mary,  Bishophill,  senr.,  St. 
Maurice,  Saint  -        .        • 
Michael,  Saint,  Spurriergate 
Michael-le-Bel£rey^  Saint 
Minster  Yard,  Sio.     - 
Mint  Yard 
Nicholas,  Saint 
Peter-the-Little,  Saint 
Peter-le-Willows,  Saint 
Sampson,  Saint 
Saviour,  Saint  - 
Wilfred,  Saint  - 


East-Ridino  : 

Deighton  • 

Donnington 

Elvington 

Escrick     • 

Fulford,  Gate   - 

Fulford,  Water- 

Grimston  - 

Kexby      - 

Langwith 

Lawrence,  St.,  Heslington 

Nabom    ... 

Paul,  Saint,  Heslington 


Common  Fond 

Chargei, 

Hsreh  1850. 


£.     i.    d. 


47 
64 


24  14 

66  - 

67  6 
98  12 

27  6 
42  12 
67   18 

28  1 

67  18 
62  12 
11  6 
72  10 
80  2 
60  18 
62  - 
48  14 
84  2 
60  10 
60  17 

66  6 

68  18 

67  1 
67   13 

2  11 
7     1 


4i 

n 

7 
7 

»J 
2 

H 
6 

6 

2 

8 

4i 

6i 

7J 

8} 

-J 

H 
lOJ 

H 
8 


88  16  101 
26     2     7i 


64  - 
66  18 
20     - 


8 

4 
2J 


4 
6 


1 
6 


16  1 
28  1 
82  19  2 
46  18  6 
76  16 

6  2 

7  6  11} 

17  8  6 

8  -  1 

21  8  9 

22  16  8|| 
17     8  8| 


ConunoD  Fond 

Chamt* 
Mai«h  1860. 


£.     i.    d. 


46  19 
72  16 
26  17 
46  10 
72  7 
180  16 
46  10 
49  16 
64  12 
41  18 
64  18 
66  1 
4  16  10 

66  1  8 
84  19  7 
28  -  - 
69  17  11 
68  14  7 

101  2  1 
80-6 
68  14  7 
82  17  11 
88  6  8 

67  11  8 
87  7  6 


14  17  1 
46  10  6 
27  16  10 
62  16  6 
78  11  8 
21  11  8 


11  10 
64  18 
62  16 
67  - 
89  12 
9  2 
8  12 
17  6 


6 
21 


6 
11 


24  18 
19     8 


9 
6 
6 

1 
1 
6 

6 
8 

4 
9 


Stamford  Bridge,  &c. 
Stillingfleet,  &c. 
Thorganby,  &c. 
Wheldrake      - 

NoRTH-RlDIXG  : 

Buttercrambe  - 
Benningbnmgh 
Claxton  ... 
Clifton    - 
Kfirswick 
Flaxton 
Gate  Helmsley 
Haxby    ... 
Barton   ... 
Heworth 
Holtby  - 
Huntington     - 
Lillings  Ambo 
Marton  -        .        - 
Osbaldwick     - 
Overton  ... 
Olave,  Saint  Marygate 
Rawcliffe 
Sand  Hutton  . 
Skelton  ... 
Stockton,  &c.  . 
Strensall 
Towthorpe 
Upper  Helmsley 
Warthill,  Copyhold. 
Ditto,  Freehold  • 
Wigginton 

West-Ridino  : 

Askham  Richard  - 
Acaster  Malbis 
Bishopthorpe  - 
Copmanthorpe 
Dnnghouses  - 
Holgate 
Middlethorpe  • 


Total 


Common  Fnid    ,  ComBoaFoi 

Chtiget,        !        Qnrgn. 

March  1850.    I    March  1A68l 


16     4  10} 
16   10     9 
9     8     7} 
88     2     9 


17     3 

1    17 

13     8 

84     7 

4  14 
24  9 
16  10 
84  12 
13     3 

9  17 
12     4  10 
7  16     4} 

6  17 

5  8 
9  17 
3  10 

22     7 
5     3 

7  10 


H 

9 

n 

H 

7 

8 


11   10 
31     1 

4     - 
4     9 


8J 
6 


6  11   10 


12  14     3 


1    17     8 

6  16     6| 
17     8     6 
21   17  10} 

8     4     9} 
3     12} 

7  10     8 


£.  t.    d. 

21  11    % 

27  16  10 

66  2     1 

69  29    3 


12  9    3 

20  2    9 

67  11    I 

3  7    1 

36  18    9 

18  4    2 

67  10    - 

16  6  10 

1  18     4 

16  6     g 

27  15  10 


2,266     2     6 


10     1  I 

16     6  8 

14     7  6 

-  9  7 
38  6  8 

3  16  8 

10  10  IS 

32  2  I 

13  17  11 
26  16  8 

9  2  1 

14  7  1 
6  4  r 

-  19  2 
57  10  - 


6  14    3 
20  IS    1 

23 

80  \%  4 
18  II  9 
10  10  10 


2,877  17  6 
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No.  2. 
YORK  POOR-LAW  UNION. 


Appendix,  No.  r6. 


Irremotablb  Poor  Committbe. — First  Report. 

The  Committee  appointed  to  consider  and  report  upon  the  operations  of  the  statutes 
relating  to  and  regalatmg  the  relief  of  irremovable  poor,  at  the  charge  of  the  common  fund 
of  the  union,  met  on  Tuesday  the  22d  ultimo,  and  again  on  Saturday  the  3d  instant,  and 
agreed  to  the  following  report : — 

The  principal  classes  of  poor,  who,  by  existing  statutes  are  rendered  irremovable,  and 
therefore  chargeable  to  the  common  fund,  may  be  described  in  general  terms  as  follows : — 

1.  Persons  who  have  been  resident  in  a  parish  for  five  jears. 

2.  Widows,  for  twelve  calendar  months  after  the  death  of  the  husband. 

3.  Persons  receiving  relief  on  account  of  temporary  sickness  or  accident. 

4.  Persons  who  are  destitute  wayfarers,  or  wanderers,  or  foundlings. 

5.  Lunatics  who  come  within  any  of  the  preceding  classes. 

This  union  comprises  82  parishes  and  townships,  of  which  32  are  within  the  municipal 
boundary  of  the  city  of  York,  and  50  are  in  the  rural  district. 


The  area  of  the  union  is — 

In  the  city  of  York 
In  the  rural  district' 


7,626  acres 
66,204     „ 


Total 


73,830 


Relief  to  settled  Poor. 

Your  Committee  find  that  the  charge  on  the  several  parishes  and  townships  in  the  union 
for  in-maintenance  and  out-relief,  including  non-resident  poor,  was  during  the  last  year  as 
follows :— 


IN-MAINTBNANCE. 

OUT-RELIEF. 

Half-year  ended  September  1867        •        -        " 
Half-year  ended  March  1858    -        .        -        - 

£.    i.    d. 
488     2     7i 

428     -     8^ 

£.     i.    d. 
2,221  IS     7 

2,001  11  10| 

Total  for  the  year    -    -    -    £. 

861     8     Si 

4,318  10     5| 

As  compared  with  the  expenditure  of  thel 
previous  year  there  was  a  decrease  of  ex-  >  £. 
penditare  of  -        -        •        •        -        -J 

28     8     8i 

321   18  lOJ 

Making  an  aggregate  decrease  of  845  L  7  s.  7  d.  in  the  year. 
The  out-relief  paid  to  the  resident  settled  poor  wa<  as  follows  :— 


City  Parishes  -  -  .  •  . 
Raral  Parishes  •  •  .  . 
Add  amount  paid  to  non-resident  Poor 


CASXS. 


870 
224 


Total 


amount. 


£.    $.  d. 

2,810  13  11 

1,713     8  6 

280     8  - 


4,818  10     6 


0.95. 
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Appendix,  No.  i6. 


APPENDIX  TO  REPORT  FROM  THE 
Relief  to  Irremovable  Poor. 


Your  Committee  find  that,  in  the  year  ended  25th  March  1858,  the  relief  to  irremovable 
poor  from  the  common  fund  was  as  follows  : — 


Half  Yw  ended 
September  1857. 

Half  Year  ended 
March  1858. 

In-maiBtenanee 

Out-relief 

Lunatics 

Extra  medical  fees       .        .        .        • 
Vaoeinations,  ke.        .... 

£.     i.     d. 
204  16     9 
822  10     2 
119  14     - 

36  10     - 
-  A     - 

£.     i.    d. 
248     6   10 
872  10     4 
115     "     - 

42  10     - 
-  18     6 

Total    .    .    .    £. 

1,184     4  11 

1,279     6     2 

Making  a  total  expenditure  from  the  common  fund  on  account  of  irremovable  poor  for  the 
year,  of  2,463  /•  11  *..l  rf. 

Returns. 

Your  Committee  have  obtained  a  series  of  returns  which  will  assist  the  Board  in  arriving 
at  a  conclusion  as  to  the  operation  of  the  Acts  relating  to  irremovable  poor.  These  returns 
present  the  following  results. 

Lunatic  Paupers. 

It  appears  that  for  the  year  ended  25th  March  1858,  there  were  maintained  the  number 
of  61  lunatics.     Of  these  there  were  charged  to — 


1.  Common  Fund; 

£.      i.      d. 

£.    s.    d. 

9  English  Lunatics,  at  a  cost  of 

206     -     6 

2  Irifh    -     ditto     -      ditto      - 

29  14     - 

284  14     6 

2.  City  Rates  : 

3  Irish     -     ditto     -      ditto      - 

ft     P.itv  PnrialiAA  • 

... 

60     7     4 

23  English     ditto     -     ditto 

4.  Rural  Parishes  : 

24  English     ditto     -      ditto 

61 


Total  Cost 


403  11   11 


360     -     6 


1,048  14     3 


In-door  Maintenance  of  Iriemovable  Poor  during  the  Year  ended  25th  March  1858. 

Sent  from  City  District. 


ENOLISH. 

IRISH. 

No. 

Cost, 

No. 

Cost. 

Temporary  sickness      -         -         -         - 
Industrial  residences     -         -         -         - 
Wanderers          ..... 

T^Aiinillincya               ..... 

217 

10 
80 

£.     i. 
366  16 

d. 
7  ' 

40 
1 

12 
7 

£.    $.    d. 
72-9 

Totals     ...     - 

316 

60 

Temporary  sickness 
Industrial  residences 
Wanderers 
Foundlings 


Sent  from  the  Rural  Districts. 
10 


3     4     3 


Digitized  by 


Google 


SELECT  COMMITTEE  ON  IRREMOVABLE  POOR. 


487 


Out-Relief  of  Irremovable  Poor. 

The  out  door  relief  from  the  common  fund,  made  by  the  city  relieving  officer,  was  as 
foUews  for  the  year : — 


AppeodiXy  No  16. 


Temporary  sickness 
Industrial  residences    - 
Widows      -         -        - 


Total  English 
Add  Irish 

Totals 


ENGLISH  CASES. 


IRISH  CASES. 


No. 


314 

112 

4 


480 
102 


622 


Amount  paid.    !    No.   |    Amount  paid. 


£,  s.  cL 

407  18  10 

876  5  6 

10  4  5 


102 


£.     8.    d. 
188     4     6  , 


1,294     8     8 
138     4     6 


1,432     8     2 


The  payments  from  common  fund  made  to  poor  resident  in  the  rural  districts  were  as 
follows  for  the  year : — 


£  NGLISH. 

IRISH. 

No. 

Amount  paid. 

No. 

Amount  paid. 

Temporary  sickness     -        -        -         - 
Industrial  residence      ...         - 

18 

28 
2 

£.    s.    d. 

12  17     6 

242     8     - 

5  17     - 

1 

£.    s.   d. 
1   14  11 

Widowhood 

• 

Total  English        ... 
Add  Irish      .... 

48 

1 

260  17     5 
1   14  11 

Totals    . 

44 

262  12     4 

Your  Committee  have  no  means  of  ascertaining  the  })laces  of  settlement  of  the  paupers 
reHeved  from  the  common  fund.  Of  course  they  are  resident  in  parishes  other  than  tnose 
in  which  they  have  setilements  ;  and  the  proportion  of  the  common  fund  charges  in  respect 
of  paupers  belonging  to  the  city,  and  those  belonging  to  the  rural  districts,  or  to  other  places 
beyond  the  area  of  the  York  Union,  can  only  be  surmised. 

Your  Committee  are  not  in  a  position,  at  present,  to  give  any  accurate  return  of  the 
actual  occupation  of  the  various  poor  charged  to  the  common  fund^  or  of  the  precise  loca- 
lities which  have  had  the  benefit  of  their  labour,  an  important  element  in  the  investigation 
submitted  to  them,  and  to  which  their  attention  will  be  hereafter  directed. 

Population  and  Bhlief. 

It  may  be  important,  at  all  events  it  is  interesting,  to  know  the  state  of  the  union  prior 
to  the  law  creating  a  class  of  paupers  who  are  irremovable. 

The  York  Union  was  formed  in  1837,  and  smce  that  date  there  have  been  added  one 
city  and  two  rural  parishes ;  consequentiy  the  relative  proportions  of  city  and  rural  parishes 
are  now  nearly  the  same  as  at  that  date.  The  expenaiture  of  the  parishes  in  the  union  in 
relief  of  the  poor  for  three  years  prior  to  1887  averaged  annually  12,655  /. 

The  proportions  being — 

City  parishes      -        -        -        -        -        -        -        -        -    £.  8,186 

Rural  parishes    --..^-----        4,369 

Again,  in  1844,  the  averages  were  ajscertained  and  declared  for  the  three  previooi  years, 
the  resutt  b^ng — 

City  parishes       ---------    £.6,890 

Rural  parishes    ---.-----        3,789 

Total    -    -    -    .    £.10,679 
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Appendix,  No.  i6.       In  1848  the  averages  were  again  ascertained   and  declared,   and  the  result  was  as 
— L  follows  :— 

£. 

City  parishes 6,418 

Rural  parishes         .--......    3,218 

Total     -    -    -    £.9,636 


In  the  interim,  important  changes  were  made  in  the  law  regulating  the  relief  of  the  poor, 
including  the  passing  of  the  Act  9  &  10  Vict,  c.  66,  on  the  operation  of  which,  and  of  sub* 
sequent  Acts,  your  Committee  were  appointed  to  report 

The  effect  ot  these  Acts  was,  of  course,  to  reduce  the  amount  of  poor  charged  to  parish 
account,  and  in  1853  new  averages  were  declared,  when  we  find  the  proportions  to  be — 

£. 
City  parishes  ----------    4,174 

Rural  parishes        ^----.---    2,563 

Total    -    -    -    £•  6,727 


During  the  year  ended  25th  March  1858,  your  Committee  find  that  the  in-maintenance 
and  out-relief  charged  to  parish  account  was,  as  already  stated,  5,174/.  \Zs.%\d. 
The  proportion  charged  was — 

£.      8'     d. 

City  parishes 2,994  19    -| 

Rural  parishes  - 2,179  14    8i* 

Total    .    -    -    £.  5,174  13     9t 


It  is  satisfactory  to  find,  that  although  the  population  of  the  York  Union  has  greatly 
augmented  since  1837,  when  it  was  first  formed,  the  expenditure  in  relief  to  the  poor  has 
diminished.    The  population  returns  were  as  follow : — 

City  Rural 

Parishes.  Districts. 

At  the  census  of  1831  ....     26,320  -         -     13,325 

Ditto    -    ditto  1851  •         •         -         -     37,887  -         -     15,610 

The  population  of  the  whole  union  was,  in  1831,  39,645  ;  and  in  1851,  53,497.t 
The  proportion  between  the  city  and  rural  districts  was,  in  1831,  exactly  two-thirds  and 
one-third,  corresponding  with  the  proportions  of  disbursement  in  rdief  to  the  poor  ;  but  the 
rapid  increase  of  population  in  the  city  during  the  interim  since  the  formation  of  the  union 
makes  the  population  of  the  city  rather  over  seven-tenths,  whilst  the  rural  proportion  is 
rather  under  three-tenths  of  the  union  population. 

Non-Residbnt  Poor. 

Your  Committee  have  experienced  some  difficulty  in  arriving  at  minute  results,  consequent 
on  the  complication  of  accounts  unavoidable  firom  the  practice  of  having  non-resident  poor 
paid  by  other  unions,  and  paying  the  poor  of  other  unions  resident  within  the  area  of  the 
York  union. 

In  the  event  (no  improbable  result)  of  Parliament  determining  to  make  all  cases  charge- 
able to  common  fund  in  the  union  where  paupers  reside,  your  Committee  find  that  there 
would  be  thereby  transferred  to  our  union  a  much  larger  expenditure  than  would  be  saved 
from  our  non-resident  poor,  for  which  we  now  pay. 

During  the  year  this  union  has  paid  for  paupers  belonging  to  other  unions,  803/.  13«.  2 if. 

The  non-resident  poor  of  this  union,  resident  elsewhere,  have  received,  289  /•  8«. 

By  any  change  abolishing  the  law  of  settlement,  there  will  consequently  be  an  additional 
charge  of  above  500/.  per  annum  on  this  union,  from  our  having  to  maintain  the  paupers  of 
other  unions,  who  would  cease  to  be  removable,  and  on  whose  account,  therefore,  re-payment 
by  such  unions  would  be  terminated. 

It  is  well  this  Board  should  consider  whether  it  is  prudent  to  continue  the  present 
practice. 

*  If  the  amount  of  5,174  /.  Ids.  9i</.  had  been  ohaiged  to  the  common  fund  as  irremovable  poor  relief, 
the  proportions  calculated  on  the  averages  would  have  been— for  the  city  parishes,  3^10 /.  15<.  6}d!.; 
rural  parishes,  1,963/.  18<.  Zd. 

t  During  the  £Eunine  in  the  western  counties  of  Ireland,  a  population  of  about  6,000  Irish  people  migrated 
to  York,  where  the  majority  have  settled  down,  and  still  remain  resident  in  the  Bedem  ana  Walmgate. 
The  men  are  principally  employed  in  agricultural  labour;  and  in  one  year,  when  wages  were  hu^,  conse- 
quent on  the  exteanve  growth  of  chicory  in  the  district,  these  people  remitted  above  8,000/.  byPost-office 
orders  to  their  relatives  in  Ireland. 
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Law  Expenses.  Appendix,  No.  16. 

An  importaat  element  in  considering  the  law  of  settlement  and  parochial  chargeabilityi  is 
the  Wal  expenses  to  which  parishes  are  unavoidably  put  in  obtaining,  supporting,  or 
opposmg  orders  of  removal.  We  find  the  law  expenses  and  expenses  beio  re  justices,  from 
thejyear  1850,  to  have  been,  in  this  union,  as  follows: — 

For  the  Year  ending  March  1860  -  -  -  - 

Ditto  -  -  ditto  -  1861  -  -  -  - 

Ditto  -  -  ditto  -  1862  -  -  -  . 

Ditto  -  -  ditto  -  1863  -  -  .  - 

Ditto  -  -  ditto  -  1864  -  .  -  - 

Ditto  -  -  ditto  -  1866  -  -  .  . 

Ditto  -  -  ditto  -  1866  - 

Ditto  -  -  ditto  -  1867  -       .  - 

Ditto  -  -  ditto  -  1868  -  -  -  - 


£. 

t. 

d. 

748 

4 

6 

363 

6 

11 

668 

6 

8 

449 

8 

* 

214 

2 

7 

409 

3 

10 

306 

18 

8 

295 

16 

8 

211 

16 

. 

Making  a  Total  in  Nine  Years  of    -    -    £.  3,566     1  10 


Average  per  Annum    -------£.  396    2     6 

The  net  salaries  of  all  the  officers  of  the  union  amount  to  about  700  Z.  a  year,  so  that  if 
the  law  of  settlement  and  parochial  chargeability  were  abolished,  and  these  law  expenses 
saved,  this  union  would  experience  an  advantage  equal  to  more  than  one-half  of  the' annual 
cost  of  all  the  officers. 

House  of  Commons'  Committee. 

The  House  of  Commons  has,  recently  appointed  a  Committee  to  inquire  into  the  Laws 
relating  to  the  Charges  for  Relief  on  Common  Fund ;  and  it  appears  that  they  have  deter- 
mined, as  the  space  was  too  limited  for  a  full  investigation  at  this  period  of  the  Session,  they 
will  defer  taking  evidence  until  next  Session,  feeling  that  an  inquiry  confined  to  the  metro- 
polis alone  (and  it  could  not  have  extended  further)  could  neither  have  been  satisfactory  nor 
just  to  the  provinces. 

Conclusion. 

Under  these  circumstances  ^our  Committee  would  suggest,  that  it  is  desirable  they  should 
continue  to  direct  their  attention  to  this  subject,  in  oraer  that  they  may,  from  time  to  time, 
report  to  the  Board  any  proceedins;s  having  reference  to  a  question  of  such  paramount  im- 
portance to  the  union,  a|id  to  which,  in  the  meantime,  they  invite  the  serious  attention  of  all 
the  guardians. 

(signed)        J  as.  Lancelot  Foster. 
John  Farrow. 
fFm.  Walker. 
8  July  1868.  John  Gray. 


York  Union,  Board  Room,  Lendal, 
Sir,  20  July  1858. 

At  a  Meeting  of  the  Board  of  Guardians  of  this  Union,  held  on  the  8th  inst,  the  above 
report  was  received  and  adopted,  and  on  the  motion  of  Mr.  Holtby,  v.c,  seconded  by  Mr. 
Turner,  it  was  fiiriher  resolved  that  the  same  be  printed,  and  that  a  copy  thereof  be  trans- 
mitted to  each  guardian.    In  accordance  with  which  I  beg  to  send  you  a  copy, 

Henry  Brearey,  Clerk* 


No.  8. 
Appendix  to  Report. 


The  preceding  Report  was  based  upon  returns  made  up  to  the  26th  of  March  1858.  The 
foUowmg  additional  facts  have  reference  to  the  succeeding  year,  and  are  accompanied  by 
such  remarks  as  the  circumstances  appear  to  justify :—  .  ^  ^ 

Relief  to  Settled  Poor. 

The  charge  on  the  several  parishes  in  the  York  Union,  for  the  in-mamtenance  and  out- 
^•95-  3Q  relief 
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J^pfendix,  No.  16.  relief  of  paupers,  including  non-resident  poor,  was  for  the  year  ending  25th  March  1850, 
I  mi  as  follows : 


In-Haintenaiiee. 

Oot^HeKe^ 

Half-year  ending  September  1858 

.     Ditto     .     Mwnih  1859  - 

1L    ^    d. 
880  15    - 

1,958     5     2 
1,816  18     8 

£. 

788  11     - 

«,874    a  10 

As  compared  mdi  the  expenditare  of  the  previous  year,  tbeve  was  a  decrease  of  expen- 
diture in  m-maiQleQance  oi  80/.  12  «•  Zd.^  and  in  out-relief  of  439  Z.  8t.  7<2.,  making  a 
total  decrease  of  (19  /•  18  «•  lOcf.  on  the  year,  in  the  parochial  charges. 

Relirf  to  JrrbmoyabiiE  Poob. 
In  the  year  ended  March  1859^  the  relief  to  irremovable  poor  from  the  common  fund  was 
as  follows : 


In-maintenanoe        --..••-. 

Out-relief 

Lunatics  ----•..--- 
Extra  Medical  Fees  -.--.-- 
Vaccination,  &o.      -------- 

£. 


Pint  Half-ye 


£.  s.  d. 
176  U  - 
800  5  10 
118  10    e 

87  1  - 
-  19     - 


1,128  10     6 


Second  Half-year. 


£.  $. 
207  11 
792  19 
119     2 

28  10 
-    8 


1,148  10     7 


This  makes  the  total  expenditure  from  common  fund,  on  account  of  irremovable  poor, 
for  the  year,  of  2,277  Ll  $.ld.\  the  previous  year  it  was  2,463 Ll\$.\d. 

iN'-MAiirrBNAHCB  OF  Irbbmotable  Poob. 
The  following  is  an  analysis : 


Temporary  sickness  -  -  -  - 
Indastrial  residence  -  -  •  - 
Wanderers  -  -  -  -  - 
Foundlings 

Number  relieved 


From  the  City. 


T?.wigplfyk_ 


292 


Irish. 


224 

41 

10 

2 

52 

16 

6 

5 

64 


Ditto  Rural  Districts. 


Eaglish. 


bisku 


As  compared  with  the  previous  year  we  had  a  decrease  in  numbers  of  20,  and  of 
60/.  lbs.  2{i.  in  amomit,  for  paupers  sent  from  the  city;  and  of  six  in  number,  and 
11/.  4  s.  in  amount,  frcnn  the  rural  district.  The  totnl  decrease  is  26  in  numbers,  and 
71  /•  19  s.  2  li  in  amount    Wanderers  have  decreased  from  tt2  to  70. 

OuT-DooR  Relief  to  Irreicovablb  Poor. 

The  following'  is  an  analysis  of  the  out-relief  to  this  class  of  paupers.  It  shows  the 
numbers  so  relieved,  and  the  result  is  a  decrease  of  i23  in  numbers,  and  189  t  2«.  5cf.  in. 
amount,  as  regards  the  city  district ;  and  in  the  rural  district  an  increase  of  two  in  number, 
and  38  /.  6  5.  2  d.  in  amount,  as  compared  with  previous  years  : 


Temporary  sickness       •        .        .  . 

Industrial  resideooe       -        -        -  . 
Widows       -        -    ^    - 

Numbers  relieyed  • 


From  the  City  District. 


English. 


£48 

125 

9 


877 


Irish. 


192 


122 


Rural  District. 


English. 


14 
30 

2 


46 


Irish. 


When 
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When  the  Committee  reported  in  1898  they  bad  no  meaim  of  ascertaining  the  places  of  A|ipviidBcy1fo»*t6. 
settiement  of  the  paupers  receiving  relief^  or  of  the  locale  of  their  occnpation.    We  hare  — — 

since  directed  oor  attention  to  these  points,  and  through  the  co^operattm  of  the  reltenng 
officers  obtained  some  information  which  maj  lead  to  an  approximation  of  the  fiu^ts*  Of 
irremovable  ppor  relieved  by  the  city  officer  m  half-year  enaed  Jnly  1858,  the  number  was 
486  ;  of  these  there  were 

Settled  in  York   -        -        -        -        -        -'-        -39 

Ditto  in  rural  townships    -        -        -        -        -        -11 

Ditto  beyond  area  of  Union       -        -        -        .  73 

Irish  ----------     114 

Unknown  ---------    199 

So  far  as  the  poor  are  concerned,  this  result  proves  that  the  Acts  of  Parliament  by  which 
paupers  are,  in  certain  cfrcumstances  declared  irremovable,  have  a  merdfbl  tendency,  inas- 
much as  it  is  very  evident  that  under  the  old  law  many  of  those  parties  who  now  reside, 
and  are  relieved  when  they  have  spent  the.  best  portion  of  their  lives,  would  have  been 
subjects  for  orders  of  removal. 

The  question  as  to  the  occupation  of  the  irremovabie  poor  is  important,  for  it  tends  to 
remove  the  impression  which  would  otherwise  exist,  that  in  those  unions  where  towns  and 
suburban  districts  are  conjoined,  the  common  fund  charges  are  unjustly  oppressive  to  the 
rural  parishes.    As  to  the  436  paupers  above  alluded  to^  we  found  the  followmg  results : 

Unable  to  follow  any  occupation  -        -        -        -        -     125 

Employed  in  City  District  -         -        -         -        -        -        -    119 

Ditto      in  Rural  District         -        -        -        -        -        -192 

The  above  refers  only  to  cases  relieved  by  the  city  officers.  Similar  returns  were  prepared 
by  the  relieving  officer  for  the  rural  district,  and  ihey  show  corresponding  results.  There 
had  been  42  cases  relieved  by  him  on  account  of  common  fund,  and  their  settlements  and 
occupations  were  ascertained  as  follows  : 


Settled  in  Yoii  city 
In  rural  districts 
Beyond  area  of  union 


Occupation  in  city 
In  rural  districts 
No  occupation 


20 
22 


42 


It  will  thus  be  seen  that  the  numbers  of  dty  cases  relieved  by  common  fund  are  far  in 
excess  of  those  relieved  from  the  rural  districts ;  but  on  the  other  hand,  it  must  be  borne 
in  mind  that  so  large  a  proportion  of  city  paupers  so  relieved  are  engaged  in  labour  in  the 
rural  districts.  The  old  practice  which  formerly  existed  of  each  rural  parish  having  its  own 
labourers  resident  within  it,  no  longer  exists.  The  want  of  cottage  accommodation  in  the 
rural  villages  and  the  increased  demand  for  labour  consequent  on  the  improved  system  of 
agriculture,  necessitate  labourers  to  travel  several  miles  to  and  from  their  work,  especially  the 
Insh  labourers,  whose  families  are  located  in  the  city  of  York,  and  who  themselves  walk 
from  York  to  work  in  villages  at  considerable  distances  from  their  homes. 


The  Avbbaqes. 

At  the  same  time  it  is  a  question  of  some  importance,  whether  the  present  system,  by 
which  tile  common  fund  charges  are  calculated  on  the  averages,  is  one  that  in  the  long 
run  does  not  work  injustice.  At  our  Board  a  strong  opinion  prevails,  especially  amongst  the 
rural  guardians,  that  the  contributions  should  be  ccSculated  not  upon  the  averaeea,  but  upon 
the  rateable  vahte  of  ihe  various  townships.  To  that  proposal  we  of  the  city  do  not  object, 
provided  that  numma  be  secured  for  ascertaining  that  value,  on  some  uniform  principle,  which 
18  not  the  case  at  present.  The  averages  in  the  York  Union  {vide  Report  for  remarks  thereon) 
have  been  taken  five  times  since  the  formation  of  the  union,  and  the  following  return  shows 
Ae  proportion  per  cent  of  tbe  common  fund  charges  payable  by  the  dty  and  rural  districts 
of  the  lork  Union  respectively  on  the  averagea  declared. 


In  1687  - 

^  1843  - 

„  1848  - 

„  1868  - 

„  1869  - 


Per  cent. 

Per  cent. 

City  65      - 

« 

-     Rural 

- 

-    86 

„     64J     . 

- 

» 

- 

-    d6|| 

„     66}     - 

- 

V 

- 

-     83i| 

„     62       - 

- 

99 

- 

.     88 

„     58       . 

- 

99 

- 

-     42 

NoNHaSlDBNT   POOB. 

In  the  report  presented  to  our  union,  the  committee  called  attention  to  the  practice  of 
haying  non-resident  poor  paid  by  other  unions,  and  the  payment  by  us  of  the  poor  of  other 
unions  resident  within  the  area  of  the  York  Union.  During  the  year  1858,  this  union  paid 
808/.  on  account  of  other  unions;  and  the  non-resident  poor  of'^this  union,  resident  else- 

0.95.  3  Q  2  where. 
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j^pendix,  No.  i6.  where,  received  289  /.    The  system  underwent  a  close  investigation,  and  was  found  to  be  lo 
—  unsatisfactory,  and  to  open  so  many  doors  for  cases  of  imposition  and  fraud,  that  it  wis 

determinecj  to  place  strict  limits  upon  it  with  a  view  of  its  speedy  abolition. 

The  following  has  beea  the  result  as  to  our  poor  resident  elsewhere : 

£.     *.    d. 

Amount  paid  in  1858       -•.....     289     8    - 
We  reduced  this  amount  in  the  next  year  by    -        -        -      59  19    - 

229     9    - 

Of  the  29  cases  then  receiving  the  sum  of  229 1  9  *.  per  annum. 

We  made  exceptions  as  to  seven  cases  which  we  relieve  away  from  York,  being  old 
persons  unable  to  be  removed. 

£•     8.    d. 

They  cost 53     6- 

Three  cases — the  parties  came  to  reside  within  the  area  of 

the  union,  and  receive   -        -        -        -        -        -        -20  16- 

ToTAL  cost  of  the  former  non-resident  paupers  -    -  £•  74    2    - 


The  remaining  19  non-resident  paupers,  on  being  informed  that  they  must  reside  within 
the  area  of  the  union,  declined  to  do  so,  and  are  now  maintaining  themselves  by  their  own 
industrial  occupations. 

Lunatics. 

With  respect  to  lunatics,  we  are  peculiarly  situated.  The  York  Union  comprises  82 
townships,  of  ^hich  27  are  in  the  North  Riding,  16  in  the  East  Riding,  7  in  tne  West 
Riding,  and  32  in  the  county  of  the  city  cf  York.  The  North  and  East  Ridings  united  some 

{rears  ago  in  building  a  large  asylum  for  the  treatment  of  lunatic  paupers,  and  all  the 
unatics  belonging  to  those  ridings  are  there  received  at  a  weekly  charge  of  7  s.  The  West 
Riding  has  also  their  asylum  to  which  our  West  Riding  township  lunatics  are  sent  York 
City  has  no  asylum,  and  a  contract  has  been  made  by  which  our  city  lunatics  are  received  at 
the  North  and  East  Ridings  Asylum,  at  a  charge  of  11  5.  8  ef.  per  week.  The  common  fond 
lunatics  from  our  union  are  charged  at  the  increased  rate  of  11  s.  8 12.  So  far  as  the  city  and 
West  Riding  are  concerned  this  is  equitable ;  but  as  re^rds  the  43  North  and  East  Ridings 
townships,  it  is  a  hardship  that  they  have  to  pay  rent  lor  the  occupation  by  their  common 
fund  paupers  of  an  asylum  erected  at  their  own  expense.  In  other  unions,  whose  entire 
areas  are  within  the  North  and  East  Ridings,  the  charge  for  common  fund  cases  is  only  7f. 
per  week,  same  as  the  North  and  East  parochial  cases.  Were  all  cases  made  common  fund 
charges,  this  wrong  would  be  the  more  grievous. 

Extension  of  Ibbemovable  Poor. 

The  question  suggests  itself,  what  would  be  the  effect  of  an  alteration  of  the  law,  by 
which  the  cases  now  retained  as  parochial  charges  should  Le  transferred  to  common  fund? 
How  would  the  city  and  the  rural  districts  be  relatively  affected  by  all  the  cases  being  thrown 
upon  the  common  fund  ? 

The  parochial  charges  in  York  Union  for  the  year  ending  26th  March,  1859,  amounted  to 
4,664  /.  14  i.  10  d.    Of  this  sum  there  was  charged  to 

£.    B.   d. 
The  York  City  parishes         -...--    2,692  12    2  . 
The  country  parishes    -------     2,062     2     8 

£.  4,664  14  10 


Presuming  that  this  relief  had  been  given  on  account  of  common  fund,  tlieo  the  proportion 
of  the  charges,  calculated  on  the  new  averages,  would  have  been 

£.    s.    d. 
City  parishes,  58  per  cent.    ------    2,699  16    - 

Country  parishes,  42  per  cent.       -        -        -        •        -    i,954  19  10 

— —  1 1        I  r^^*^— 

£.  4,664  14  10 


Jos.  Lancelot  Foster, 
July  1860.  A  CKianlian  of  the  Poor  of  the  York^Union. 
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Letter  from  the  Chairman  of  the  York  Union. 

My  Dear  Sir,  New-street,  York,  29  May  1860. 

With  reference  to  the  question  whether  the  common  charges  in  Poor  Law  Unions  should 
he  assessed  upon  averages  as  at  present,  or  upon  the  rateable  value  of  property,  I  have 
long  been  of  opinion  that  the  latter  ought  to  be  the  mode.  To  me  it  appears  unfair  that 
parishes  in  an  inferior  neighbourhood  (with  a  large  quantity  of  cottage  property)  in  which 
the  poor  principally  reside,  should  on  that  account  be  required  to  contnbute  a  larger  pro- 
portion to  the  general  expenses  of  the  union  than  rtore  wealthy  neighbouring  townships, 
many  of  which  are  receiving  directly,  and  all  in  a  larger  or  lesser  degree,  the  benefit  of  the 
labour  of  such  population.  Something  may  probably  be  argued  in  favour  of  the  present 
arran  gement,  that  property  in  the  respective  districts  has  been  purchased  with  the  know- 
ledge of  its  freedom,  or  otherwise,  from  such  charge.  My  experience,  would  lead  me  to 
beHeve  there  is  very  little,  if  indeed  anything,  in  this  objection.  The  value  of  property  in  a 
superior  locality  is  enhanced  by  reason  of  its  position,  and  not  in  any  appreciable  degree  by 
the  consideration  of  its  non-liability  to  the  heavier  poor-rates  of  other  parishes. 

But  whenever  the  mode  of  assessing  common  charges  is  altered  to  rateable  value,  power 
should  be  vested  in  boards  of  guardians  to  ascertain  such  value  on  some  general  and 
uniform  principle  throughout  the  union,  to  prevent  parochial  officers,  as  at  present,  rating 
properties  at  sums  varying  from  5  to  10  per  cent,  in  some  parishes,  and  50  per  cent,  in 
others,  below  their  annual  value. 

The  period  of  parochial  residence  by  which  a  status  of  irremovability  is  obtained  might 
beneficially  be  reduced  to  three  years,  and  the  area  for  acquiring  such  status  be  extended 
to  the  whole  union.  But  I  should  consider  the  alteration  only  a  step  in  the  right  direction, 
and  think  it  would  be  much  preferable  at  once  to  give  every  destitute  person  a  right  to 
relief  in  and  an  irremovability  from  the  union  in  which  he  may  be  residing  at  the  time  of 
requiring  such  rehef ;  the  cost  thereof  being  charged  to  the  common  fund  assessed  on  the 
rateable  value  of  property  in  the  union. 

The  charge  in  respect  of  pauper  lunatics  in  asylums  should  form  no  exception  to  that  of 
the  ordinary  destitute  person,  and  ought  to  be  borne  by  the  common  fund. 

I  am,  &c. 
J.  Lambert,  Esq.  (signed)         John  H.  Thoma^y 

H.  M.  Poor  Law  Inspector.  Chairman  of  York  Union. 

Letter  from  Mr.  Jame%  Lancelot  Foster,  Guardian  of  St.  John-del-Pyke,  York  City. 

Dear  Sir,  York,  1  June,  1860. 

In  reply  to  the  request  which  you  make  that  I  should  state  my  opinion  on  the  question 
of  irremovable  poor,  and  the  best  mode  of  contributing  to  the  common  fund,  I  beg  to  state 
that  as  I  represent  a  parish  having  very  low  averages,  I  should  say  let  common  charges  be 
assessed  on  the  averages  as  at  present;  but  putting  self  out  of  the  question,  and  dealing 
with  the  matter  on  general  principles,  I  think  that  the  mere  equitable  and  just  mode  of 
assessment  would  be  on  the  rateable  value,  provided  we  had  the  means  secured  to  us  for 
obtaining  that  value  on  one  uniform  principle.  At  present  (especially  in  some  rural  parishes) 
the  rateable  value  bears  no  adequate  approach  to  the  real  value. 

As  to  whether  we  would  extend  irremovability  to  cases  of  three  years  industrial  residence 
I  see  no  objection  to  doin^  so ;  but  I  would  go  further.  I  would  abolish  the  power  of 
removal  altogether,  and  make  the  chargeability  concurrent  with  the  destitution.  Where- 
ever  a  man  resides,  there  let  him  be  relieved  at  the  cost  of  the  common  fund  of  the  union 
where  his  destitution  arises. 

I  am  decidedly  of  opinion  that  the  area  for  acquiring  the  ^^tatus  of  irremovability  should 
be  the  whole  union.  The  city  of  York,  with  a  population  of  40,000,  is  divided  into  32 
parishes,  each  maintaining  its  own  poor,  and  consequently  the  slightest  change  of  residence 
frequently  causes  a  loss  of  the  status  of  irremovability,  although  the  change  be  only  from 
one  house  to  another  in  the  same  street.  For  instance,  the  street  of  Goodramgate  is  in  the 
following  parishes:  Christ  parish.  Holy  Trinity,  St.  John-del-Pyke,  St.  Cuthbert,  and  The 
Bedcrn.  These  are  all  distinct  parishes.  Several  other  streets  are  similariy  sub-divided. 
Walmgate  is  in  St  Dennis,  St.  Margaret,  St.  Georcje,  and  St.  Peter-le-Willo'ws.  Mickle- 
gate  is  in  Holy  Trinity,  St.  Martin-cum-Gregory,  and  St.  John. 

As  to  lunatics  in  asvlums  I  think  they  should  be  dealt  with  as  all  other  paupers  as  regards 
their  chargeability.  Otherwise  there  would  be  a  tendency  to  make  cases  of  mere  imbecility 
into  lunacy  to  rid  parishes  of  the  charge  by  transferring  it  to  common  fund. 

I  have  been  asked  whether  parish  authorities  are  in  the  habit  of  inducing  paupers  to  go 
from  one  parish  to  another  with  the  view  of  rendering  them  removable.  In  my  experience 
no  such  cases  have  occurred.  There  have  been  cases  where  the  burthen  has  been  sought 
to  be  transferred  from  one  parish  to  another;  other  cases,  where  a  desire  has  been  evinced 
to  stretch  a  point  to  raise  chargeability  on  common  fund  and  thus  save  parochial  charges. 
But  no  cases  where  parish  officers  seek  to  destroy  the  irremovability  of  paupers. 

I  am,  Sec, 
J.  Lambert,  Esq.  (signed)         James  Lancelot  Foster, 

H.  M.  Poor  Law  Inspector.  Guardian  of  St.  Juhn-del-Pyke,  York  Union. 
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Appendix,  No.  17. 


To  THE  Honourable  the  Poob  Law  Boabd. 


The  MsMOBiAL  o£  the  Seusct  Yestbt  of  the  Township  of  Caldewgate,  in  the 

Carlisle  Union. 

Showeth, 
That  the  rates  for  the  relief  of  the  poor  of  the  said  township  have  of  late  yeais  been 
increasing,  and  are  still  continuing  to  increase. 

That  the  rateable  value  of  the  sud  union  is  IST^SS.S  L,  and  the  rateable  value  of  the 
township  is  14,200  ly  being  about  one-ninth  of  the  rateable  vahie  of  the  whole  aiiioiL 

That  the  aran  total  of  the  expenditure  for  the  settled  poor  of  the  different  townships  and 
parishes  of  the  said  union,  according  to  the  averages  sanctioned  by  tiie  Poor  Low  Board  on 
the  18th  November  1857,  and  on  which  averages  the  relief  to  the  irremovable  poor  of  the 
said  union  and  the  establishment  charges  are  paid,  is  3,776  /.,  and  the  expenditure  for  tJie 
cpettled  poor  of  the  said  township  of  Ualdewgate  is  851  /.,  being  about  one-fourth  of  the 
whole. 

That  the  average  annual  amount  which  the  s^  township  has  to  pay  to  the  common 
charges  of  the  union  is  upwards  of  1,400/.,  while  the  amount  paid  by  the  parish  of  VTetheral 
in  ti^  same  union  is  little  more  than  400  /.,  though  the  rateable  values  of  each  place  are 
nearly  the  same.  That  the  township  of  Cummersdale  in  the  same  union,  on  a  rs^^able 
value  of  rather  more  than  one-sixth  of  that  of  Caldewgate,  or  2,524/.,  pays  only  41/.; 
whereas  if  it  had  to  pay  in  the  same  proportion  as  the  latter  township^  it  would  nave  to 
pay  about  230  /.,  or  nearly  six  times  its  present  amount.  That  the  parish  of  Grinadale  in 
the  same  union  has  no  settled  poor  chargeable,  although  tiiere  are  two  paupers  who 
have  resided  in  it  for  a  considerable  number  of  years,  and  who  are  now  receiving  relief 
from  the  common  fund  of  the  union,  to  which  fund,  in  consequence  of  having  no  settled 
poor  of  its  own  chargeable,  it  does  not  contribute  one  single  farthing. 

That  the  present  system  of  averages  is  at  times  attended  with  great  hardship  to  the  poor, 
inaamnch  as  in  some  small  parishes,  of  a  family  who  have  no  settlement  in  tbe  parish,  and  who 
are  removable,  are  likely  to  faU  chargeable,  unfair  and  ill^al  means  are  taken  to  drive 
them  out  of  the  parish. 

That  in  the  opinion  of  your  memorialists  this  hardship  would,  in  a  great  measure,  be 
avoided,  and  a  system  of  rating  founded  on  more  equitable  principles  established,  if  the 
conmion  charges  of  the  different  unions  were  paid  in  proportion  to  rateable  value,  instead  of 
in  proportion  to  expenditure. 

Your  menunrialists^  therefore,  pray  that  your  Honourable  Board  will  bring  in  a  Bill 
directing  the  common  charges  of  the  various  poor  law  unions  in  England  to  be  paid  in  the 
ratio  which  the  rateable  value  of  eadh  township,  pariah,  or  jdaoe^  bears  to  that  of  the  whole 
union  in  which  such  township,  &c  is  situated. 

And  your  memorialists  wiU  ever  pray. 

Signed  on  behalf  of  the  Vestry. 

Joseph  Farster,  Chairman. 
CarMe^  25  June  1860. 
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A, 

ABOLITION  OF  REMOVALS.    See  Irremovability.     Removal,  Law  of .     Settlement. 

Administration  of  Relief.  Mischief  done  in  Bonie  country  parishes  by  benevolent  indi- 
viduals wisliing  for  the  extension  of  relief  to  persons  not  really  in  want  of  it;  instances 

of  ihis,   Lumby  3574.  8676-3583 Objection   to  a  larger   discretion   in    Boards  of 

Guardians  as  to  the  administration  of  relief,  Lord  Hardwicke  6595.  6675,  6676 Way 

in  which  the  present  system  of  Boards  of  Guardians  operates  very  beneficially  in  the 
administration  of  relief ;  illustration  in  the  case  of  wituess's  unioti,  Lord  Redesdak  7198- 
7208.  7«i6-72i8. 

See  also  Parochial  System.         Union  Rating.         Workhouse  Test. 

Agents  (Irish  Removals).  Importance  of  ag:ent8  at  the  port  of  departure  and  of  arrival : 
facilities  for  such  agency  at  the  principal  Irish  ports,  Mac  Farlane  4690-4711 Ad- 
vantage and  facility  of  arrangements  at  the  seaports  in  Ireland  for  sending  on   the 

paupers  to  their  proper  parishes,  O^Shaughnessy  6399-6402 Importance  of  agents  at 

tiie  English  seaports,  who  should  see  that  the  paupers  are  removed  to  their  proper  parish, 

JBstcourt  7050-7056 Propriety  of  the  expense  of  agents  (or  facilitating  Irish  removals 

being  borne  by  the  Poor  Law  Boards  in  England  and  Ireland,  ib.  7129-7136.  7147. 

See  also  Irish  Poor,  7. 

Agricultural  Parishes.  Obstacles  in  agricultural  or  rural  districts  to  the  acquisition  of  irre- 
movability by   permanent  residence,   Corder   1063-1065 Difficulty   ni  agricultural 

districts  in  pmviding  against  pauperism  in  old  age,  Darby  5873-5875. 

See  also  Clfise  Parishes.  Louth  Union.  Newark  Union.  Royston  Union. 

Spalding  Union.        Steyning  Union.         Taunton  Union. 

Alverton  Parish  {Newark  Union).  Statement  as  to  Alverton  parish  escaping  from  contri- 
bution to  the  common  fund  of  the  union ;  practice  of  allowing  some  labourers  therein  the 
use  of  an  allotment  for  feeding  a  cow,  and  object  of  this  practice,  Ouzman  4105-4116. 
4133-4136. 

America.  Reference  to  the  removal  of  some  lunatics  and  idiors  from  America  to  Liverpool 
and  thence  to  Dublin ;  grievance  thereby,  Mac  Farlane  4636.  4745-4750. 

Appeals  {Irish  Removals).  Absence  of  proper  means  of  appeal  against  illegal  removals  from 
Scotland;  case  cited  m  support  of  this  statement,  M^Gee  4240.  4313-4333 Illustra- 
tion of  the  hopelessness  of  proceedings  on  the  part  of  the  Belfast  Guardians  with  a  view 

to  relief  in  cases  of  illegal  removal  from  Sciitiand,  ib.  4328-4335 Power  of  appeal 

against  removal  from  England,  upon  lodging  security  for  co^t  in  England,  ib.  4333. 

Obstacles  to  proceedings  or  appenls  being  successfully  undertaken  by  Irish  Boards  of 
Guardians  in  cases  of  illegal  removal ;  reference  hereon  to  the  failure  of  an  appeal  by  the 
North  Dublin  Board  of  Guardians,  Mac  Farlane  4552-4568.  4595-4605.  4637  et  seq. 

4734-4738 Particulars  in  connection  with  the  failure  of  proceedings  taken  by  the 

North  Dublin  Union  in  1851  in  appealing  against  a  certain  removal  from  England; 

deterrent  effect  thereof  as  regards  any  further  appeals,  ifr.  4637-4673 Circumstance  of 

its  not  being  legal  to  defray  out  of  the  poor  rate  the  cost  of  preliminary  expenses  in  con- 
nection with  appeals,  ii.  4642-4648. 4674 Absence  of  power  to  compel  a  pauper  to  be 

removed  to  England,  if  an  appeal  in  the  case  were  successful,  ilfacFar/ane  4644. 4657-4667 ; 
Poiofr  4958,  4959 Representations  made  in  1854  ^'^^  reference  to  the  expediency 
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Appeala  {Irish  Removals)— coniinn^d. 

of  an  amendment  of  the  system  in  regard  to  appeals,  Afoc  i^arZane  4739-4741.4811, 
4812. 

Statement  showing  the  obstacles,  under  the  present  law,  to  the  prosecution  of  appeals 

against  improper  removals  from  England,  i\>«?cr  4949. 4952-4960 Amendment,  uader 

the  Bill  of  1856,  of  the  system  of  appeal,  ib.  4949-4951.  4960-4964 Hel|>les8Qe88  of 

the  Irish  Boards  in  regard  to  preliminary  inquiries,  ib,  4952-4958. 

Area  of  Rating.    Recoeuition  by  the  Legislature,  in  the  case  of  lunatic  asylums,  of  the  pro* 

priety  ^  extending  the  area  of  cbnrgeability^  iMmbert  237 In  coajimction  with  noo- 

reiiioval  the  area  of  rating  should  be  enlarged,  Corder  1154*  12M*^^^7>  Afoor«  2388^ 
2401,  2453-2466.  2606-2610.  2656-2658.  2680-2688. 

Disapproval  of  an  extension  of  the  area  of  ratine,  Estcourt  7036.  7154 IllustratioQ 

in  the  rase  both  of  Scotland  «ind  of  Ireland  of  the  advantage  of  emaill  areas  of  chai||e- 
ability,  Lord  RedesdaU  7209.  721 1. 

See  also  Centralization.        County  Rate^        JMsttuL        NatUmml  Rats.        Parodttal 
System,        Union  Rating, 

Area  of  Residence,  Evid*  nee  in  faTont  cvf  extending  tlie  area  within  which  irremoTability 
is  acquired,  from  the  parish  to  the  union,  Lambert  238  et  seq,;  Corder  1189-1194. 
1234-1238;    Uedley  2773,  2774;  MacFarlane  4728-4733;   Power  4865,  4866.  4878- 

4884.  4984-4996 I'he  extension   of  the  area  of  irremovability  to  the  union  would 

somewhat  increase  the  ciiarge  upon  the  c'ommon  fund,  but  this  fund  should  be  assessed 

on  the  rateable  value  of  the  whole  union,  Lambert  270-275 Better  facilities  in  re^ari^ 

to  employment  if  the  area  of  reskleece  be  exteuded  to  tiie  unioiH  ib.  915,  316-^-^ 
Approval  of  an  extension  of  the  area  of  residence  to  the  usion^  provided  the  charge  be 
levied  upon  the  rateable  value.  Page  844*856;  Peach  3713-37 1& 

Evidence  as  to  the  s^reat  hard«hip  of  loss  of  irremovabiity  by  break  of  residence  ia  tfae 
saiiie  union,  and  as  to  the  expediency  of  extending  the  area  of  residence  from  the  parish 

to  the  nnion,  Jones  1523-1532.  1554,  1555-  1570*15S8.  1589.  i6o«el  seq^ Approfsl 

of  union  residence  if  the  common  fund  be  fairly  administered.  Burrows  S^jSy  8^39* 

Resolution  of  the  Committee  in  favour  of  an  extension  of  the  area  of  resideDoe  from 
the  paiish  to  the  union.  Rep,  p,  iii. 

See  also  Break  of  Residence. 

Areas  of  Unions,  Witness  would  like  to  see  a  large  extension  of  the  area  of  the  Radford 
Union,  and  of  unions  geneialiy,  with  a  view  to  more  equal  rating.  Page  1022-1033—— 
Injurious  effects  attributed  to  the  large  areas  of  t)ie  unions;  better  supervision  and  more 
interest  in  the  poor  if  the  areas  of  unions  were  smaller,  Satkeld  5896* 

Arnold  Parish  (Basford  Union).  Unduly  heavy  charge  upon  this  pariah,  on  account  of 
the  irregulaiity  ot  the  system  of  averages  upon  which  the  common  fund  ia  based,  Burrows 
3795-3«07. 

Assessment,    See  VuluMt&m  or  Assessment. 

Aston  Union.    Circumstanoe  of  the  law  of  removal  being  practically  aholiabed  in  the  Aston 

Union,  Corder  1181-1 183.  1199* 

Extent  and  population  of  the  Aston  Union,  Birmingham;  it  is  partly  agricultural  and 

partly  iiauufiiciunEg,  Lumby  3448,  3449 Light  rates  of  the  union ;  particulars  hereon 

.    a*  to  the  cost  of  the  irremovable  nnd  the  settled  poor,  ib.  3450.  3458-3472.  3527-3532 

—^Practice  not  10  remove  Iri>h  poor  from   Aston,  the  system  of  investigation  and 

Workhouse  test  being  fiund  eflectual  in  preventing  undue  chargeability,  ib.  3453-3467- 

3473-3479-  3490-3499-  3546-3552. 

Improved  and  improving  habits  and  condition  of  the  lower  classes  at  Aston,  Lumty 

3484-3487.  351573522 Reference  to  a  report  by  Mr  Weale  as  to  Ae  manageaient  of 

the  poor  respectively  at  Aston  and  Birmingham,  ib.  3500,  3501.  3507.  3563,  3564 

Proportion  paid  by  Ast^n  parish  ai;d  by  the  agricultural  parishes  in  the  wiioa  to  the 
rtlref  oi  the  poor ;  absence  of  tnec|iiality  onder  ttie  sv8te»n  of  averages,  ib.  3527-3146 
— ^Objection  on  the  part  of  Aston  to  be  comprised  in  the  same  area  ^  radng  as  Bir- 
■riiigliam,  lb,  3557.  3675. 

Audit.  Opinion  that  the  system  of  audit  relative  to  the  charge  for  the  inemovable  poor 
has  woiked  satisfactorily,  Estcourt  7098-7107. 

Averages.     See  Common  Fund. 

AyrtOH,  Mr.,  m.P.    Draft  resolutions  proposed  by  Mr.  Ayrton,  Rep, p.  xii,  xni. 
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B. 

JBasford  Union.  The  system  of  basing  the  common  fund  on  the  Hverages  acts  very  unequally 
in  the  Basford  Union^  some  of  the  parishes  being  almost  exempt  from  charge  to  the  great 

prejudice  of  other  parishes^  Barrows  3778  et  9eq. Feeling  of  ihe  guardians  upon  the 

subject  of  a  different  mode  of  raisii^ff  the  common  fund,  ib.  3809-3820.  3860-3865, 
3909,  3910— Expediency  of  a  re-valuation  throughout  the  union  if  the  rateable  value 
be  taken  as  the  basis  of  the  common  fund  ;  great  mequality  at  present^  ib.  384H-3865. 
3870-3873— —To* al  expenditure  of  the  union  upon  the  poor;  proportion  of  the  com- 
mon fund  charges,  ib.  3875-3880. 

Few  Irish  removals  from  Ba^^ford ;  doubt  how  the  removals  are  carried  out.  Burrows 

3888-3896 Extent  of  alteration  in  the  value  of  the  property  and  the  amouot  of  the 

population  in  different  parishes  in  the  union,  iJ.  3897-3906 Character  of  tlie  atten- 
dance ai  the  meetings  of  the  Board  of  Guardians,  ii.  391 1-3914. 

Particulars,  furnished  by  Mr.  Burrows,  relative  to  the  averages  and  raleable  value  of 
each  parish,  and  the  effect  upon  each  parish  of  charging  the  common  fund  upon  the 
rateable  value,  App.  p.  459. 

Statement  furnished  by  Mr.  Knight  showin^^  that  the  close  parishes  in  the  union  have 
not  on  the  whole  d«fcreased  their  rates  during  ttie  is  years  of  the  operation  of  the 
Irremovable  Act,  App.  p.  475, 

See  also  Arnold  Parish. 

Bedminster  Union.  Pressure  of  the  inemovable  poor  in  town  parishes  and  in  country 
parishes  in  the  same  union,  such  as  the  Bedminster  Union,  Estcourt  7092-7095. 

Account  containing  particulars  relative  to  the  number  and  cost  of  immovable  poor  for 
each  parish  in  the  uni m,  for  each  of  the  last  five  year>,  together  with  the  rate  in  the 
pound  for  the  cost  of  irremovable  poor,  and  of  settled  poor,  App.  p.  483. 

Belfast.  System  of  relieving,  in  the  Belfast  workhouse,  paupers  removed  from  England 
and  Scotland,  Jlf*6>c 4233-4236.  4239— ^— Great  grievance  to  Belfast  in  paupers  being 
fended  there  without  refeience  to  their  previous  residences  in  England  or  Scotland,  or  to 

their  birthplace  or  previous  residence  in  Ireland,  ib.  4241  et  seq. Statement  to  the 

•ffet't  that  out  of  807  persons  removed   to  and  relieved  at  Belfast,  in  the  last  six  years, 

.    about  three-^uiths  should   not  have  been  landed  there  at  all,  ib.  4258-4291 ^Impro- 

'-  .  priety  ill  parsons  bi^iiig  landed  at  Belfast  although  their  oider  ol  removal  referred  to 
another  part;  instances  of  this,  ib.  4337,  4338.  4340-4349. 

1        Large  nimble  of  Irish  poor  landed  at  Belfast,  in  addition  to  those  who    apply   to 

the  relieving  officers  there,  M^Gee  4354-4366 Willingness  of  tl>e  Belfast  Board  of 

Guardians  to  give  information  to  English  paiishes  as  to  the  place  of  birth  of  Irish  poor, 
tb.  4368-4370— Practice  at  Belfast  not  to  give  out  door  relief,  but  to  offer  the  work- 

:    house  test;  deterrent  effect  thereof,  ib.  4376.  4399-4402 Character  of  the  dietary  in 

the  Belfast  Union,  ib.  4399.  4403-4409 Circumstance  of  a  considerable  number  of 

those  removi'd  to  Belfast  being  sent  back  ille^i^ally  to  England  by  charitable  individual^ 
ib.  4422-4424. 

WitnesSywho  i^^  deputy  harbour  mnster  nt  Belfast,  is  fnabhd  by  means  of  subscriptions 
U>  make  temporary  provision  for  tiie  acconmiodatiun  of  the  poor  sent  to  Belfast  from 

Scotland  and  England;  manner  o£  their  arrival  adverted  t**,  jM'JBrirfe  4435-4447 

Subscri|>ti(>n8  in  Hid  of  these  unfortunate  people  are  rectived  by  witness  from  all  classes 

of  socieiy,  ib.  4443-4446.  4457.  4474.  4475 Mode  of  administration  by  wiiness  of 

the  funds  placed  at  his  disposnl  by  charitable  individuals;  practi(e  of  sending  the  re- 
moved poor  back  to  England  if  ihey  so  prefer,  ib.  4448  et  seq. Few  of   those   landed 

at  Belfast  who  are  properly  cliargeable  there,  ib.  4470-4478 Origin,  three  or  four 

years  aso,  of  the  chaiitable  mission  undertaken  by  witness ;  testimony  received  by  him  as 

to  his  humanity  in  tlie  matter,  ib.  4479-4488.  4534,  4515 Few  frauds  practiced  on 

witness  by  those  relieved,  ib.  4489,  4490. 

See  also  Jfpeak  {hish  Removals).        Bueham,  Anm.        Irish  Poor. 

Mmefit  Societies.     Operation  of  sick  and  benefit  societies  at  Leicester;  effect  as  regards  the 

'   poor  rates,  Chmmberlain  21^-2138 Effect  of  benefit  societies  m   Southwnrk  with 

reference  to  applications  for  an  admtntstration  of  rehef,  bloke  2327-2333 Operation 

of  benefit  societies  at  Lerds;  relief  givea  to  members  of  such  societies,  Moore  2508- 

.  951 2-^-<-* Practice  in  the  Louth  Union  of  granting  relief  to  members  of  benefit  societies, 
Flint  3393^3396— —  Practice  of  lelief  at  Taunton  in  the  case  of  members  of  sick  or 

.  benefit  aocMfties^  Kit^  677^>*673^- 

Birkenhead.  Frequent  applications  for  relief  at  Birkenhead  by  Irish  poor^  immediately  after 
their  arrival,  Coxon  1430-1442. See  also  Hirrat  Union. 

^irmingham^    Considerable  extent  of  the  parish  of  Uirmio^ham ;  it  is  not  in  unioDy  Corder 
,  icga^io^St— —Total     refttal  and  lotai  aMnuul  v«.Uie  of   tke  pr<  petty  assessed   to  the 

poor,  ib.  1054- Total  amount  expended  annually  for  the  rehet  uf  the  poor  %nd  for 
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Birmingham — continued. 

otiier  purposes ;  explanation  hereon,  Carder  1 054-1060*— -Amount  of  the  poor  rate ;  there 

lire  generally  two  rates  in  ihe  yt-ar  of  2f.  each,  ib.  1061.  1094-1096 The  workhouse 

iiccommodates  1,636  inmates,  and  has  frfqiiently  been  more  than  full,  ib.  1061 Prac- 
tice at  Birihinshani  previously  to  the  Irremovable  Act  to  remove  all  the  non-settled 
poor ;  d  ffercnt  practice  under  the  Act,  ib.  1065,  lo66.  1 1 17-1 124. 

Cost  respectively  of  the  settled  poor  and  the  irremovable  poor  in  each  year  since  1851 ; 

great  inciease   in   the   laiter  co^t,    Corder  1066 Number  of  irremovable  poor  who 

leceived-out-door  relief  dnrino:  each  of  the  last  seven  years,  ib.  1066-1071 Extent  of 

reiiefuiveii  respectively  for  iiremoval>ility  andfor  sickness^  ib.  1072-1076 Progressive 

incre^ise  in  the  number  and  cost  ot  the  irreninvable  poor,  ib.  1080-10H5 Relief  given 

ill  other  plnce.^  to  the  poor  of  Birmingham  who  have  acquired  irremovability  in  such 

Elui es,  so  that  there  is  to  some  extent  a  set  off  ngainst  the  increased  charge  at  Birming- 
ara,  ib.  Ii  13-1 117. 

The  ratepayers  do  not  complain  of  the  increased  charge  under  the  Irremovable  Act, 

Corder  1125,  1126 The  workhouse  test  is  more  often  ofl'ered  to  those  who  are  not 

Sfttled,  26.  1132 Impression  that  applications  for  relief  are  not  affected  by  the  period  of 

residence,  ib.  1133,  1134 Improbabily  of  non-removability  causing  eventually  any 

serious   increase  of  charge    to  the  Birmingham  ratepayers;    comparatively  few  Irish 

removals,  ib    1145-1153.  1166*1175.  1178-1180 rractice  in  the  administration  of 

reliet  so  as  to  prcveni  imposition  or  abuse,  i6.  1157*1162.  1183-1188. 

Steps  are  not  taken  to  remove  paupers  unless  they  are  likely  to  continue  chargeable 

for  a  consider.! ble  time,  Corder  1176,  1177 Moderate  character  of  the  allowancei 

m.«de  by  the  parii^h.  ib,  1184,  1185 Relative  increase  of  pauperism  and  of  the  value 

of  property,  ib.  1200-1204 Liability  of  the  parish  for  the  relief  of  many  uoikmen 

who  live  in  it,  but  labour  m  adjoining;  parishes,  ib.  1205-1209 Satisfactory  adminis* 

tration  of  the  poor  law  in  Birmmgham  under  the  present  system  of  reUef  and  removal, 

ib,  1247-1252 Practice  to  remove  persons  becoming  chargeable,  even  if  they  bad 

resided  four  years  and  eleven  months,  ib.  1282-1288 In  carrying  out  removals  from 

Birmingham  to  Ireland,  each  pauper  is  conveyed  in  a  covered  carriage  to  Liverpool,  bit 
passable  is  paid  to  the  port  in  Ireland  nearest  the  county  where  he  was  bom,  and  2 1.  and 
a  loaf  of  biead  are  given  to  him,  ib.  1297-1304.  1312-1323.  1326-1329. 

Slatemenr  as  to  tlie  lax  administration  of  relief  in  Birmingham,  and  the  injorioiu 
effecu  thereof,  LiimAy  3474-3479.  3487.  35i»-35>3-  3633-  3563.3656.  3656 — ^Adnm- 
taue  if  the  Birmingham  Act  were  repealed,  and  the  same  system  of  administration  were 
adopted  there  as  in  Aston,  ib.  3558-3562. 

Letter  from  Mr.  Corder  in  further  explanation  of  the  practice  in  the  removal  of  Iiiih 
poor,  App.  p.  48 1 ,  482. 

See  al.<>o  Aston  Union.         Causes  of  Pauperism. 

Bishopwearmouth.     Immense  decrease  in  the  year  1853-54,  as  compared  with  1849-50,  in 
the  number  of  vagrants  relieved  in  the  township  of  bishop wearmouth,  HedUy  3001. 

Blfike,  James  Joseph.     (Analysis  of  his  Evidence.) — Clerk  to  the  Board  of  Guardians  of 

St.  Saviour's,  South wark  ;  represents  the  views  of  the  Board,  2145,  2146 Effect  of 

the  Irremovable  Act  in  St  Saviour's  Union  largely  to  increase  the  cost  of  it  removable  poor, 

whilst  the  cost  of  settled  poor  has  largely  decreased  since  the  Act,  2147-2166 -Large 

immigration  of  labour  into  St.  Saviour's  and  Ciiri^t  Church  parishes  from  other  parts  of 
Loudon,  especially  of  Irish,  and  burden  thrown  thereby  upon  the  union  in  times  of 
depression,  2157-2169. 

Objections  of  the  guardians  of  St.  Saviour's  Union  to  a  reduction  of  the  period  of 
residence  to  three  years,  as  tending  largely  to  increase  the  charge  for  irremovable  poori 

2170-2174.  2201-2207.  2309-2326 rractice  of  the  guardians  in  dealing  with  Irish 

and  other  poor  in  reference  to  their  removal  or  relief  in  the  workhouse;  good  effect  of 

the  workhouse  test,  2174-2196.  2263  et  seq. Objection   by  the  guardians  to  an 

abolition  of  the  power  of  removal;  concurrence  therein,  2175.  2234-2240.  2257-2263* 
2308 Way  141  which  the  removal  of  Irish  poor  is  carried  out,  2197-2200. 

Explanation  relative  to  the  proportionin  which  the  two  parishes  of  the  union  pay  to  the 

common  fund,  2208-2223 Opinion  that  the  cost  of  the  irremovable  poor  shoiiid  be 

charged  on  the  rateable  value  of  each  pari^sh,  2224-2232 Burden  upon  St.  Saviour's 

Unicn  through  the  relief  of  casual  poor;  inexpediency  hereon  of  a  system  of  irremova- 
bility, 2235-2257 Objection  to  an  extension  of  the  area  of  rating  to  the  metropolis 

in  conjunction  with  an  abolition  of  the  power  of  removal,  2237-2262. 

Practice  as  to  the  inquiry  by  the  relieving  officers  of  St  Saviour's  into  applications 
for  relief;  supervision  exercised  by  the  Board  of  Guardians  as  to  the  mode  and  charac- 
ter of  relief  to  be  given,  2263-2289 Rule  not  to  relieve  non-resident  poor,  2290 — - 

Many  of  the  lower  classes  of  St.  Saviour's  doubtless  remove  into  other  parishes  and 

acquire  irremovability  there,  2291-2294 Improvidence  and  drunkenness  are  the  mam 

causes  which  bringthe  lower  classes  on  the  rates  in  Southwark;  this  appUes  not  more  to 

the  Irish  than  the  English^  2295-*2303. 

Few 
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Blake,  James  Joseph — continued. 

Few  removals  from  the  union  to  Ireland  as  compared  with  English  removals,  ^304- 

«3o6 Doubi  as  to  any  advantage,  if  a  three  years*  residence  were  adopted,  in  regard 

to  the  investigation  into  Irish  applications  for  relief,  2309-2317 Incentive  to  industry 

through  five  years'  residence  being  required,  2320 Increased  influx  oF  Irish  if  a  period 

of  resi'ience  were  not  necessary  as  a  condition  of  irremovability,  2321-2326. 

Effect  of  benefit  societies  in  Southwark  with  reference  to  applications  for  or  adminis- 
tration of  relief,  2327-2333 ^The  poor  rates  in  Si.  Saviour's  are  4*.  in  the  pounds 

2334,  2335 Suggestions  that  the  Iri«h  be  not  removed  alter  from  seven  to  ten  years 

absence  fr«>m  Ireland,  and  that  they  be  chargeable  wherever  tliey  may  have  residedf  five 
jcars,  2337-2345. 

Boards  of  Gtiardiaus.      See  Administration  of  Relief         Common  Fund.  Parochial 

System.         Union  Rating. 

Bolton  Union.    See  Kay,  Jane. 

Bosmere  and  Claydon  Union.    The  Bosmere  and  Clayrlon  Union  is  almost  entirely  agricul- 
tural,/Si«i?flrrf  7415,  7416 Beneficial  operation  of  the  law  of  irremovability  m  the 

union,   ib.    7417-7419 Unequal   and   unfair  operation  in  the  union  of  the  system 

of   raising    the    common    fund    according  to    the    averages;    several   parishes    unduly 

injured    thereby   to  the    benefit  of  other    parishes,   ib.   7420-7436.    7442   et   seq 

Decrease  of  rates  throughout  the  union  through  there  being  no  superabundant  labour, 

ib.  7442,  7443.  7462-7464 General  feeling  of  the  guardians  of  the  union   that  it 

'would  be  fairer  to  base  the  common  fund  upon  the  rateable  value  ;  some  of  the  parishes 
would  not  like  the  change,  ib.  7487-7495. 

Boyle  Union  {Ireland).      Exceedingly  meagre   dietary  in  the   workhouse  of  the  Boyle 

Union,  Hedley  2840.  2859-2862 Instance  in  the  case  of  the  Boyle  Union  of  the 

.  unwillingness  of  Irish  guardians  to  give  facilities  to  removal  from  England,  ib.  2953- 
2963-  2997-3000. 

Break  of  Residence.  Instance  of  a  person  having  been  induced  to  move  from  one  parish 
to  another  in  the  same   union  whereby  she  lost  the  status  of  irremovability  which  she 

had   acquired,    Lambert   247-261 Loss  of  irremovability  if  a   person  having  been 

resident  for  five  years  in  any  parish  remove  10  another  parish  and  require  relief  there,  ib. 

262-265.  335,  336 Hardbhip  in  the  labouring  poor  often  breaking  iheir  residence  by 

removing  from  one  parish  to  an  adjoinmg  one  in  the  same  union ;  they  are  not  induced 
to  do  this  by  tlie  officials  of  the  unions,  Corder  1 195-1197.  1279-1281 . 

Instances  of  persons  being  improperly  induced  to  break  their  residence  so  as  to  pre- 
vent chargeability ;  greai  hardship  thereby,  Jones  1602-1625;  .Sf£2%  2794-2796— —* 
Practice  in  some  parishes  to  throw  obstacles  in  the  way  of  five  years'  residence,  Dalton 

653o*  5538.  5550-5552 Improbabiliiy  of  steps  being  taken  to  prevent  five  years* 

residence  in  tlie  same  way  that  obstacles  were  formerly  thrown  in  the  way  of  settlement 
by  hiring  and  service.  Lord  RedesdaU  7182-7190. 

See  also  Area  of  Residence.        Holyhead  Union.        Sunderland  Union. 

Bridforth  Parish.  Averages  for  Bridforth  parish  adverted  to  as  being  assessed  entirely  on 
a  private  rate,  Lambert  505-510. 

Buchan,  Ann.  Violation  of  the  law  in  the  removal  from  Scotland  to  Belfast  of  a  pauper 
named  Ann  Buchan,  a  person  of  weak  intellect;  reason  why  the  Belfast  guardians  did 
not  take  steps  for  an  appeal  in  this  case,  M^Gee  4301,  4302.  4313-4327. 

BurroirSf  Richard.    (Analysis  of  his  Evidence.) — Vice-chairman  of  the  Basford  Board  of 

Guardians,  3772-3777 Shows  that  the  system  of  basing  the  common  fund  on  the 

averages  acts  very  uequally  in  the  Basford  Union,  some  of  the  parishes  being^  almost 

exempt  from  charge  to  the  j^reat  prejudice  of  other  parishes,  3778  et  seq. Equality 

and  justice  if  the  common  fund  were  levied  upon  each  parish  according  to  its  rateable 

value,  3781  et  seq. Feeling  of  the  guardians  upon  the  subject  of  a  different  mode  of 

raising  the  common  fund,  3809-3820.  3860-3865.  3909,  3910. 

Fair  contribution  of  Ruddington  parish  to  the  common  fund  of  Basford  Union,  3816- 

3820 Irremovability   obtained   in   Ruddington,   kc,  by  several  families  who  have 

removed  thither  from  their  settlement  parishes,  on  which  they  h^ve  ceased  to  be  charge- 
able, 3821-3835 Approval  of  a  reduction  of  the  period  of  residence  to  three  years, 

provided  the  common  fund  charges  are  put  upon  the  rateable  value,  3836,  3837. 

Approval  of  union  residence  if  the  common  fund  be  fairly  levied,  3838,  3839 Non* 

.  objection  to  the  charee  for  lunatics  faUing  upon  the  common  fund,  raised  as  proposed, 
3840-3847— ^Expediency  of  a  re*valuation  throughout  the  Basford  Union  if  the  rate- 
able value  be  taken  as  the  basis  of  the  common  fund ;  great  inequality  at  present,  3848- 

3865.3870-3873 Total  expenditure  of  the  union  upon  the  poor;  proportion  of  the 

common  fund  charges,  3875-3880* 

Value  of  Irish  labour  in  mining  parishes,  3881-3883 Dislike  of  the  Irish  to  the 
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Burrows,  Richard.    (Analysis  of  his  "Endence)— continued. 

.    iKorkhoD^  test,  8884-3887 Few   Irish  reioov«Ift  firom  Baafoid;  doubt  bow  the 

cemovals  are  carried  out,  3888-3896 --EKtent  of  altevatioo  ia  the  v«1im  of  tke  pro- 

pert]!  %nd  the  aaiouot  of  the  population  in  differeat  parisbea  in  the  unioQ,  38g7*39o6 
•^^^rlNon^bjectioii  to  tlie  Irremoval4e  Act  if  the  comman  fund  be  based  upon  Hie 
rateable  value^  3907, 39o8-r*^-<-^haracter  pf  the  attendance  at  the  meetingp  of  the  waford 
Boaid,  3911-4914. 

Pjfjfrave  Parish  (Hiiclum  Union).  Veiy  few  laboarini;  poor  in  Bygrave  parisb^  the  parish 
paying  neveribekss  10  the  common  fund  in  proportion  to  its  rateable  falue,  l^right 
Ji3*-'3i69>  3«28w 


Carlisle  Union,  Statement  to  the  effect  that  under  the  present  law  the  rates  of  mtne«9ri 
parish  in  the  Carlisle  Union,  have  been  increased  more  tiian  2Q0  per  cent;  causes  of 
tbia>  «a/Aei/ 5881-5898. 

CortCTy  Mary.  Explanatory  statement  relative  to  the  arransfementa  in  the  case  of  the 
removal  ftxim  London  to  Ireland,  in  February  lairt,  of  a  woman  named  Mary  Carter, 
Frost  5«69-6«90*  a5»o-65*6- 

(^asey  Family.  Veiy  inadequate  sum  stated  to  have  been  received  by  a  fkmily  of  the  name 
of  Casey,  for  sendingr  them  from  Cork  to  their  proper  parish  in  the  interior,  Macmauut 
6049-6061.  6149-6152. 

Causes  of  Pauperism,     Old  a^e  and  sickness  are  the  main  causes  which   bring  thepooc 

upon  the  rates  in  rural  districts,  Lambert  ^^i^^jg Different  ch uses  fVom  which  femalei 

become  chargeable  at  Birmingham,  Corder  1078,  1079,  1097-1099 — —Causes  which 
bring  the  labouring  poor  on  the  rates  at  Birmingham;  improTidence  is  the  main  cause 
of  the  pauperism  which  eventually  ensues ;  improvement  however  of  late  years  in  the 
moral  condition  of  ihe  lower  classes,  ib.  io86-'lil2. 

Improvidence  and  Hnnking  habits  are  the  main  causes  of  people  oomino:  on  the  rates 
at  L8iee«ter,  Chamberlain  21 13-2120 Opinion  that  drunkenness  is   the  cause  of  Ihe 

freater  proportion  of  the  pauperism  of  the  country,  Chamberlain  «ii6  ;   Blake  230* 
mprovidence  and  drunkenness  are  the  main  causes  which  bring  the  lover  cUsses  on  die 
rates  in  Southwark;  this  applies  not  more  to  the  Irish  than  to  the  English,  Blake  22gj- 

2303 Effect  of  bad  habits  and  of  intemperance  in   producing   pauperism,  Lumiy 

34813,  3483 Suggested  check  upon  the  licensing  of  beerhouses,  %b.  3482. 

Centralization.  Importance,  in  extending  the  area  of  rating,  of  guarding  against  centraVua- 
lion.  Potter  6959. 

Chawkberhin,  benjamin  Goodman.     (Analysis  ^  his  Evidence.)— *Clerk  t)  the  Board  of 

Gruardiaiis  of  the  Leicester  Union,  1878-1880 Considers  that  the  Irremovable  Act  is 

not  attended  with  advantage  to  the  parishes,  but  that  it  ia  atten^ted  with  someslighi 

advantage  to  the  poor,  1881,  1882 Leicester  Union  comprises  ei^ht  town  parishes^ 

1883.  1888,  1889—^^ — Reference  to  a  table  showing  the  a vertige  amount  raise<l  for  poor 
rates  in  the  five  years  previous  to  the  Irremovable  Act,  and  in  the  five  snbsiequeflt  ye«rf ; 
explanation  hereon  as  to  cost  ia  different  years  of  the  irremovable  poor^  i884-i9io» 

Statentent  as  to  the  practice  of  the  Leicester  Board  of  Guardians  in  regard  to  removsls 

Erevionsly  to  and  aince  the  Irremovable  Act  f  reasons  foi'  the  power  of  removal  not  having 
^n  much  resQrted  to,  1911  et  sea, Anangement  with  other  parishes  for  the  support 

by  them  of  their  poor  chargeable  at  Leicester,  1912-1914.  1966-1975 \yo\shi  as  to 

the  expediency  of  abolishing  the  law  of  settlement,  1922 Particulars  as  to  the  coarse 

pursued  in  granting  relief  during  the  pressure  of  1847-48,  and  during  the  pressure  of 
1858 ;  cost  of  out-door  relief  and  in-door  relief  on  each  occasion  ;  effectual  application  of 
the  workhouse  test  during  the  pressure  of  1858 ;  1927  et  seq. 

Evidence  showing  the  ^pediency  of  a  strict  workhouse  test;  effectual  check  thereby 
upon  abuse,  1945-1951.  1955  et  sea.  2071  et  seq. Approval,  conditionally,  of  a  re- 
duction of  the  period  of  residence  from  five  to  three  yciirs,  1952-1954.  i9ty6-i96g-> — ■ 
Inequality  at  Leicester,  under  the  syaitem  of  basing  the  oommon  fund  upon  ^e  aveia^; 

-^tke  poorer  the  parish  the  larger  the  burden,  1977-1990— —*lncPttase  of  pof«lation  aid  of 

.huildmgs  at  Leicealer,  i(>9i-'i994.  2058-2062— —Increased  value  of  property  indiffiwwt 
parisht  s,  in  the  poorer  as  well  as  the  richer  parishes,  and  proportion  borne  by  difleie^t 

^I^Mshes  towards  the  relief  of  the  ppor»  i995-2(>ii6«  2o64-207a 

Exidenee  as  the  importoice  of  an  equable  Talaation  ori*alio^  of  the  several  parishet, 
and  of  the  common  fund  being  levied  upoa  the  rateable  value  y  general  feeling  of  thr- 
l^tcdiana  in  favoar  of  a  revised  valuation^  2027<-a055-*^The  irreoioTable  poor  are  about 

•eae-ihinl  of  the  whole,  the  proportion  not  having  much  increased,  2Q50-Wg« ^^ 

ence  to  a  certain  return  showing  the  extent  and  cost,  of  pauneriam  at  iticester,  and  for 
England  and  Wah  s  in  different  years ;  immense  decrease  in  1859  ^*  compared  with  1848 
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Chamberlain,  Benjamin  Goodman.    (Analysis  of  his  Evidcnce)-HAmriiiiffrf.  ^ 

ill  tbo  aflu>wit  of  paiiperistia  »t  LeieeAtfr,  nOiKS-^osy-'^^^-^Tbe  ipo^x  kw  has  cm  the  wfaole 
^orktd  w^ll  in  Leici  gler^  ffoS3« 

Non-objection  lo  irremovabiHty  being  confeited  by  one  yeaf*i  industrial  tesidente ; 
good  effect  of  a  strict  workhouse  lest  in  conjnnctioti  with  such  arrangement,  2074  ^'  ^9* 
■■  ■  'Question  wlie^r  instead  of  suck  freqment  removals  it  might  not  be  adrisahle  to 
obtain  orders  oT  maintenance  upon  the  settlemetit  fiartshes'of  remoraMe  poor^  aogH..^..^ 
Objection  to  a  threa  yaars'  rasidenoe  confernmg  m  aattlasMiit  inaiead  oi  imMiotaMity, 
2099,  2100. 

Kumber  oF  Irtirti  in  Leieeater;  value  of  tbeir  labour^  tioi-£i07.  2i39-^''*^Practife  io 
tbe  raiief  of  Irish  |M>ar;  good  affipct  ai  the  worklioaae  test,  2i07-aiia-~-ii&proTi<lelic6 
tud  drinking  babita  are  tba  mabi  oatises  of  pavpk  oaraiw  on  tha  mtes  «t  Leicester^ 

ai  I S-'tt  120— ^Efficiency  of  the  wwkliouse  test  furth^  advened  10,  2isi--a]38'« 

Operntioa  of  sick  and  benefit  aocieties  at  Ldcesier;  effect  as  regards  the  pour  rales, 
ti86-«ig9— ^Farther  reference  to  tba  feeling  of  the  Laiotstcr  B^rd  of  Goardians  in 
&vour  of  a  general  union  rating,  2140-2144. 

Channel  Passage.    See  Irish  Poor,  b,  H.  IS. 

Chatgeabiiity.    See  Irremovability.      Parochial  Sjfslem*       Unim  Rating. 

Chesterjield  Union.  Effect  in  the  Chesterfield  Union  of  the  proposition  that  th6  common 
fund  should  be  assesf^ed  upon  the  rateable  value  of  the  pari!>bes ;  burden  thereby  upon 
the  town  of  Che^teifield,  Lambert  511-527. 

Ihere  are  thirty-ft>ur  parishes  hi  Chesterfield  Union,  partly  mining  and  partly  agricul- 
tural;  particulars  hereoi),  Peach  3587.  3591-^3626 J'liere  is  much  di^satih&ction  on 

account  of  the  system  of  averages  upon  which  tlie  common  fund  is  based;  explanation 
on  this  subject  showing  that  several  close  parishes,  where  there  are  few  proprietors^  are 
unfit  irly  benefited  to  the  injury  of  open  parishes  where  the  labouring  poor  reside,  ib.  35^8- 

3590.  '^62J  et  seg.  3688-3693.  37^5-3728 Feeling  of  the  ni^onty  of  the  Board  of 

Guardians  in  the  union  in  favour  of  basing  the  common  fund  upon  the  rateable  value, 
»*•  35*9-  3^88-3694. 

Improvident  habits  of  the  mining  population  of  the  union,  Peach  3659-3667 

Practice  of  relief  in  the  union;  reluctance  to  apply  the  workhuse  test  when  there  is 

teal  destitution,  ib.  3674-3678.  3686,  3687 Very  few  removals  of  Irish  poor  from  the 

unicn,  ib.  3724 Calculated  result  as  regards  differtnt  parishes  in   the  union  if  the 

common  fund  weie  based  upon  the  rateable  valne;  much  greater  equality  than  at  present, 

0>.  3729^3739 Ex|ilaaution  as  to  the  decreased  value  oi  «ome  of  the  nnning  parishes, 

fft.  3740-3744-'«-^Undire  incTcaae  of  charge  upon  i\te  parish  of  Chesteifleta  if  the 
irremovable  poor  residing  theiein  were  charged  t#  the  paii^h,  ib.  3745-^747*  3767- 
377»- 

Doubt  as  to  tire  operation  #f  certain  ole^  p  irisbes  at  Chesterfieid  bjing  injurious  to  i,he 
open  parishes;  tabular  statement  hereon,  Knight  6768-6775. 

Paper  delivered  in  i)y  Mr.  Peach  containing  sundry  statistics  relative  to  the  averagjes^ 
d»e  cost  of  the  aettted  and  htesROvaUe  poer«  aad  tfae  efeoi  af  charging  the  latter 
according  to  the  rateable  value,  App.p.  458. 

Statement  furnished  by  Mf.  Knight,  fi(howing  that  in  ftte  dose  parishes  near  Chester- 
field the  rates  have,  on  the  whole,  much  increased  since  the  operatton  of  the  Irremovable 
Act,  App,  p.  476. 

Circulation  of  Labour.  Limited  effect  of  the  eonditions  aeeeseary  £jr  acquiring  irremova- 
bility upon  the  ireecircuktien  of  labour,  Lambert  Tjd-^i^  415-438  ;  Corder  1127-]  131. 

1294,  1295 ^Tendf^ncy  to  incrrased  circtflatida  of  laoour  if  parsons  were  entitled  to 

relief  wherever  t^iey  were  fo^md  desiitiite,  Patce  864^^7' ^Probabdity  of  the  fear  of 

ren<oval  having;  s<>me  effect  iti  preventii»g  brenk  of  residenoe  in  search  of  work,  Corder 

1291-1296 Effect  of  removability   in   checking   the   circulation   of  labour,   Wright 

3196"3^^6 — ^  Freedom  of  circulation  of  labour  undet  the  present  kw ;  doUbt  whether  the 
same  freedom  would  exist  in  the  event  of  the  abolition  of  the  law  of  removal,  King  5773- 
6777. 

Citypf  London.  The  area  of  changeability  for  parishes  m  the  city  shoold  be  «XlaiMled 
ov^er  the  whole  city,  Potter  6956-6959. 

Classification  of  Paupers.  All  paupers  should  be  comprised  In  two  classes,  the  settled  and 
unsettled  ;  the  forujer  10  be  supported  by  the  parish^  and  the  latter  by  the  union,  Estcourt 
7024*  704J6. 

Close  Parishes.  Stateroenrt  with  reference  to  some  small  pariahea  ne«  contr>bu(tng  at  all  to 
the  common  fnnd  ;  undue  power  of  large  proprietors  adverted  to  hereon,  Lambert  1  i4-i40 
——Exemption  at  present  in  the  case  of  parishes  which  derive  benefit  irom  the  lab  "Or  of 
th«.se  living  in  adjommg  frarishes,  ib.  585, 586 Effect  upon  the  rateable  valoe  of  svtne 

-    parishes  through  the  circumstances  of  the  wages  earned  in  o«e  parish  bemg  expended  in 

a  neiirhbouriiig  pansh,  ib.  601-612 Question  as  to  the  fairnesb  of  (be  systetii  of  wfjer- 
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ages  10  the  case  of  clof^e  parishes^  or  pariahes  whose  labouring  poor  reside  in  adjoining 

parishes,  King  5656 -£683 ^The  employers  in  witness's  district  do  not  take  any  steps 

with  a  Yiew  lo  prerent  their  labourers  from  becoming  chargeable  upon  their  (the  em- 
ployers') parishes,  ib.  5762,  5763.  6773-5777* 

Objection  to  leuislating  with  Reference  to  close  parishes,  which  are  the  exception  to  the 

rule.  Darby  5817,  5818.  584H Growing  practice  of  building  cottages  un  settled 

estates  on  account  of  the  disadvantage  of  non-resident  labour;  experience  hereon  of  wit- 
ness as  Inclosure  Commissioner,  ib.  5818,  5819.  5854-5858. 

Improved  condition  of  the  people  in  three  close  parishes  belonipng  to  witness  chiefly 
through  his  having  aided  emigration  and  improved  tne  cottages,  Lord  Hardwiche  6567^ 
6572.  6584*6586-- — Great  disadvantage  if  the  labourers  on  witness's  estate  were  not 

resident  in  tlie  parishes,  but  lived  a  few  miles  off*,  ib.  6573-6579 There  are  no  instances 

in  Cambridgeshire  of  propiietors  pulling  down  cottages  so  as  to  send  the  poor  out  of  the 

parishes,  ib.  6578 Iii«policy  in  any  proprietor  wishing  to  draw  his  labourers  from  a 

disUnce,  16.  6612,  6613.  6635,  6636. 

Reference  lo  some  statistics  procured  by  Mr.  Weale  relative  to  close  parishes  in  Bed- 
fordshire and  Huntingdonshire,  as  compared  with  open  pari!»hes  in  regard  to  the  efiVct  of 
the  Irremovable  Act;  examination  thereupon,  to  the  effct  that  tlie  close  parishes  have 

not  benefited  at  the  expense  of  the  open  puriphes,  Knight  6698  et  $eq Greater  advan* 

tage  gained  generally  by  open  parishes  than  by  close  parishes  in  regard  to  the  increase  in 

the  value  of  property  fiince  1847,  and  the  deciease  in  the  amount  of  the  raies,  ib. 

Information  relative  10  the  number  of  inhabited  houses  and  the  population  in  close 
parishes  at  different  periods  ;  conclusion  that  the  pulling  down  of  cottages  has  been  very 

exceptional,  16.  6698,  6699.  6726-6731 Statement  relative  to  some  close  pari>hes  in 

Northumberland,  showing  that  they  paid  rather  more  for  relief  of  poor  in  1859  than  in 
1847,14.6731. 

Absence  of  injustice  to  open  parishes  as  compared  with  close  parishes  under  the  pre- 
sent sysiem,  Lord  Redesdate  7175-7178.  7182.  7191-7197.  7273-7293 — —Advantage  in 
there  being  residences  in  each  parish  lor  the  labourers  inj^at  parish,  practice  of  proYidiog 
cottages  throughout-  uitness*8  district,  Daubeny  7383-7387. 

Particulars  of  the  table  of  close  parishes,  brought  forward  by  Mr.  Knight,  in  order  to 
show  that  the  close  parislies  have  not,  as  a  rule,  shifted  their  burden  or  decreased  their 
rates  in  a  greater  degree  than  the  open  parishes  in  their  vicinity  during  the  twelve  years 
of  the  operation  of  the  Irremovable  Act,  App.  p.  474-481. 

See  also  Che$terfield  Union.  Deeping  Fen.  Greetham  Parish.  Ijeeds.  Louth 
Union.  Nottingham  Union.  Orchard  Portman  Parish.  Reading.  Steynimg 
Union.        Towns.         Wirral  Union. 

Colwich  Parish  {^Basford  Union).     Undue  exemption  of  this  parish  from  contribution  to  the 
common  fund,  on  account  of  the  system  of  averages.  Burrows  3781-3790. 

Common  Fund  : 

1 .  Approval  of  the  Irremovable  Poor  being  charged  upon  the  Common  Fund  of 

the  Union. 

2.  Practice  pfndsing  the  Fund  according  to  the  System  of  Averages:  Objec* 

tions  thereto. 

3.  Proof  of  Settlement  required  before  Relief  out  of  the  Common  Fund. 

4.  Private  Rates;  unfair  Operation  as  regards  the  Common  FumL 

5.  Question  of  throwing  increased  Charges  upon  the  Fund. 

6.  Proposition  that  the  Fund  be  based  upon  the  rateable  Kalue. 

7.  Objection  to  the  foregoing  Proposal. 

8.  Proposition  that  the  rateable  Value  and  the  Population  be  tahen  conjointly 

as  the  Basis  of  the  Fund. 

1,  Approval  of  the  Irremovable  Poor  being  charged  upon  the  Common  Fund  of  the 

Union: 
Respects  in  which  the  Act  11  8c  12  Vict.  c.  110  has  been  beneficial  in  regard  to  the 
charge  for  irremovable  poor  being  thrown  upon  the  common  fund,  Lambert  80-87.  398- 
402;  PeocA  3710.  3719-3722. 

2.  Practice  of  raising  the  Fund  according  to  the  System  of  Averages;  Objections 
,     thereto : 

Hardship  and  injustice  in  many  cases  in  the  common  fund  being  based  on  the  averages, 

Lambert  91-102— —It  is,  in  fait,  a  tax  on  the  poverty  of  the  parish,  ib.  94 Effect  of 

the  Act  of  1836  upon  the  amount  of  the  averages  in  some  parishes,  t6.  141-143.  187,  188 

—Practice  pursued  by  witness  in  taking  the  averages,  ib.  172 Operation  of  the 

present  system  of  averages  further  adverted  to ;  respects  in  which  objectionable,  ib.  581- 

584.  592-594 Evil  through  the  inequality  with  which  the  common  fund  for  the 

support  of  the  irremovable  poor  is  levied ;  unfairness  of  this,  Page  677-680.  686-697. 
703-723;  Jcme»i543. 

3.  Proof 
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Common  Fund — continued,  ^ 

3.  Proof  of  Settlement  required  before  Relief  out  oftJie  Common  Fund: 

Hardship  10  tbe  parish  in  which  a  man  acquires  irremovability  in  having  to  prove  that 
he  has  a  settlement  elsewhere  before  relief  can  be  allowed  out  of  the  common  fund,  Jones 
1664.  1656-  1561. 

4.  Private  Rates;  unfair  Operation  as  regards  the  Common  Fund: 

System  of  private  subscription  or  private  rate  in  some  parishes,  with  a  view  to  keep 
down  the  average  upon  which  their  payment  to  the  common  fund  is  assessed;  unjust 
operation  thereof  as  regards  tbe  other  parishes  in  the  unions,  Lambert  144  et  seq. 

5.  Question  of  throwing  increased  Charges  upon  the  Fund: 

Doubt  whether  if  there  were  no  power  of  removal,  and  if  the  charge  were  borne  by  the 
common  fund  of  the  union,  instead  of  by  the  parish,  cases  would  be  so  carefully  inves- 
tigated, Lambert  88-90.  298-301.  358-367 In  cases  where  the  settlement  cannot  be 

ascertained,  or  where  removability  cannot  be  carried  out,  the  charge  should  be  on  the 
common  fund  of  the  union,  Potter  7002-7005. 

6.  Propositon  that  the  Fund  be  based  upon  the  rateable  Value: 

Evidence  in  farour  of  the  common  charges  being  levied  upon  the  rateable  value  of  the 
property  of  each  parish  in  the  union,  Lambert  111-114.  403-411 ;  Jones  1543.  1556- 
1558. 1625,  1626;  Blahe  2224-2232;  Steward  7440.  7445-7448.  7465-7473.  7496-7498 

■  ■  Feeling  on  the  part  of  Boards  of  Guardians  in  favour  of  the  property  in  each  parish 
being  rated  to  the  common  charges,  instead  of  the  common  funa  being  levied  upon  the 

pauperism  of  each  parish,  Lambert  189-201.  403-407 Probability  of  greater  vigilance 

m  guardians  if  the  common  fund  were  based  upon  the  rateable  value  of  the  several 
parishes,  Lambert  382-384;  Peach  3751-3756. 

Frequent  moving  about  of  the  labouring  population  adverted  to  in  connexion  with  the 
tendency  to  union  rating,  under  the  proposed  system  of  basino;  the  common  fund  on  the 

rateable  value,  Lambert  568-580 Increased  v;ilue  wherever  the  working  population 

increases,  and  increased  contribution  thereby  to  the  common  fund  if  assessed  as  proposed, 

ib.  592-604 Improvement  if  all  the  charges  which  fall  on  the  common  fund  were 

defrayed  by  a  rate  upon  the  value  of  the  property.  Page  681  ei  seq.  988-990. 

Non-objection  to  the  Irremovable  Act  if  the  common  fund  were  properly  levied,  Peach 

3671-3673;  ^i/yroir*  3907, 3908 Equality  andju>tice  if  the  common  fiind  were  levied 

upon  each  parish  according  to  its  rateable  value,  Burrows  3781  et  seq. JMuch  greater 

fairness  if  the  common  fund  were  based  upon  the  rateable  value  of  each  parish,  2)alton 
6530-5542. 

7.  Objection  to  the  foregoing  Proposal : 

Evidence  in  disapproval  of  the  common  fund  charges  being  levied  upon  the  rateable 
value  of  the  several  parishes,  instead  of  upon  the  averages,  as  at  present;  witness's  opinion 
hereon  is  mainly  based  upon  his  experience  in  the  Taunton  and  Bridgewater  Unions,  King 

£584-5608.  5653  et  seq. Considerations  bearing  upon  the  question  of  charging  the 

common  fund  upon  the  averages  or  upon  the  rateable  value ;  objections  to  the  latter  course^ 

Darby  5820  et  seq. Disapproval  of  the  rateable  value  being  the  basis  of  the  common 

fund,  in  order  to  meet  the  case  of  parishes  which  are  partially  exempt  from  contribution 

because  of  iheix  labour  beine  non-resident,  ib.  5829  et  seq, Doubt  as  to  the  expediency 

of  basing  the  common  fund  upon  the  rateable  value  of^the  parishes,  instead  of  upon  the 
averages;  as  a  general  principle,  the  former  might  be  the  proper  course^  Lord  Hardwiche 
6614-6627.  6637-6645. 

Necessary  adoption  eventually  of  union  rating,  and  of  a  still  more  extended  area  of 
rating,  if  increased  charges  be  thrown  upon  the  common  fund,  and  if  the  common  fund 

be  based  upon  the  rateable  value,  Knight  6776-6779 System  of  raising  the  common 

fund  for  the  support  of  the  irremovable  poor  adverted  to  as  not  an  unfair  arrangement  at 

the  time  it  was  adopted,  Estcourt  7022.  7036 Witness  thinks  that  the  system  of 

charging  upon  the  averages  is  the  fairest  tlvat  can  be  found.  Lord  Redesdale  7197.  7281- 

5^284 Approval  of  the  irremovable  poor  being  charged  upon  the  averages;  absence  of 

injustice  thereby  to  parishes  in  which  labourers  reside  and  spend  their  wages  who  work 
in  adjoining  parishes,  Daubeny  7312-7317.  7383-7395.  7403-7412. 

8.  Proposition  that  the  rateable  Value  and  the  Population  be  taken  conjointly  as  the 

Basis  of  the  Fund : 

Proposed  repeal  of  the  Act  declaring  that  the  cost  of  the  irremovable  poor  should  be 

paid  out  of  the  common  fund,  E^^ccmr^  7021,7022 Proposition  that  the  common 

fund  be  raised  upon  a  calculation  into  which  both  the  population  and  the  rateable  value 

should  enter,  ib.  7036.  7070-7072 Further  reference  to  the  suggestion  that  the 

common  fund  be  raised  by  a  combined  calculation  of  the  rateable  value  of  tbe  property 
in  the  parish  and  of  the  population,  ib.  7091.  7113,  7114. 

o»95.  3S  Resolution 
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8.  Proposition  tkat.th4  raisable  Value,  ^c«-M90ntiau«di 
Resolution  of  the  Committte  that  the  contributiooa  ofptmh^in  uMons  to  the  omomoQ 
fund  should  be  based  upon  a  coneideiatiou  of  the  annual  rateable  Talue  and  the  amount  of 
the  population,  combined  in  one  sum,  by  adding  the  amount  of  the  poptilatioB  according 
to  the  last  census  to  the  amount  of  the  parochial  assessment,  and  by  taking  the  result  as 
the  assessment  in  pounds  sterling,  Bep.  p.  iii. 

See  also  Area  of  Besidenee.  Arnold  Parish.  Aston  Union.  Basfcrd  Union. 
Bosmere  and  Claydon  Union.  Bygrave  Parish.  Chesterfield  Union.  Close 
Parishes.  Colwich  Parish.  Deeping  Fen.  Foreign  Smhrs.  Greetham  Parish. 
Leeds.  Leicester  Union.  Lincoln  Union.  Louth  Union,.  Lunatic  Poor. 
Newark  Un*oti.  Nottingham  Union.  Pregnant  Women.  Badford  Parish. 
Boyston  Union.  Shipston-on-Sfour  Union.  Spaldina  Union*  Staveky  Parish. 
Staythorpe  Parish.  Steyning  Union,  Sunderland  Union,  Sutton-cum-Duckr- 
manton  Parish.  Tapton  Farish.  Taunton  Union.  Valuation  or  Assessment 
West  London  Union.         Wirrall  Union. 

Consolidated  Fund.     Instead  of  union  rating,  the  consolidated  fund  might  as  well  at  once 
be  charged  with  the  co^t  of  the  poor;  this  would,  however,  be  a  very  injudicious  system. 

Darby  5788,  5789 Further  statement  as  to  its  being  belter  to  make  the  poor-rates 

payable  out  of  the  general  taxation  of  the  country  than  to  adopt  union  rating  if  parochial 
rating  be  Hbx>lished,  ib.  6549,  6550. 

Carder,  James.     (Analysis  of  his  Evidence.) — Clerk  of  the  Board  of  Guardians  of  the 
parish  of  Birmingham ;  has  had  an  extended  experience  uptm  the.  subject  before  the 

Committee,  1049 Considerable  extent  of  the  parish  of  Birmingham ;  it  is  not  in  union, 

1050-1053 Total  lental  Hnd  total  annual  vaJue  of  the  property  asatased  to  the  poor, 

1054 Total  amount  expended  annually  for  the  relief  the  poor,  and  for  other  purposes ; 

explanation  hereon,  1054-1060 Amount  of  the  poor-rate;  there  are  generally  two 

rates  in  the  year  of  ^s.  each,  1061.  1094-1096 — ^— The  workhouse  accommodates  1,636 
inmates,  and  has  frequently  been  more  than  full,  1061. 

Great  boon  conferred  by  the  Irremovable  Act  upon  the  poor,  1062..  Li 26 Preju* 

dicial  effect  of  the  Act  in  regard  to  the  ratepayers  in  large  towns,  io63-«-— Obstacles  in 
rural  districts  to  the  acquisition  of  irremovability  by  permanent  residence,  1063-1065 
—Practice  at  Birmingham,  previously  to  the  Irremovable  Act,  to  remove  all  the  non- 
settled  poor;  different  praciice  under  the  Act,  1065,  1066.  1117-1124 Cost  respec- 
tively of  the  settled  poor  and  the  irremovable  poor  in  each  year  since  1851  ;  great 

inciease  in  the  latter  cost,  1066 Number  of  irremovable  poor  who  received  out-door 

relief  during  each  of  the  last  seven  years  1066-1071. 

Extent  of  relief  given  respectively  for  irremovability  and  for  sickness,  1072-^1076 

Different  causes  from  which  females  become  chargeable,  1078,  1079.  1097-iogg Pro- 
gressive increase  in  the  number  and  cost  of  the  irremovable  poor»  1080-1085-^— Causes 
which  bring  the  labouring  poor  upon  the  rates  at  Birmingham.;  impmvidence  is  the  main 
cause  of  the  pauperism  which  eventually  ensues;  improvement,,  however,  of  late  years  in 

the  moral  condition  of  the  lower  classirs,  1086-1112 Relief  given  in  other  placea>to 

the  poor  of  Birmingham  who  have  acquired  irremovability  in  such,  places,  so  tbat  there 
is,  to  some  extent,  a  set*off  again^  the  increased  charge  at  Birmingham,  1113-1117'—*- 
The  ratepayers  do  not  complain  of  the  increased,  charge  under  the  Irremovmble  Act, 
1125»  ^^^6. 

Opimon  that  the  desire  to  acquire  irremovability  does  not  praclicany  affect  the  ques- 
tion of  circulation  of  labour,  1 127-1131.  1294,  1295 ^The  workhouse  test  at  Birmiflg- 

ham  is  more  often  offered  to  those  who  are  not  settled,  iiss— -^Impreaakm  that 

applications  for  relief  are  not  affected  by  the  period  of  residenee,  1133,.  1134 A  three 

years'  residence  would  be  beoe6cial  to  the  poor,  and  ultimately  to  the  ratepayerai.1135- 
1139.  1210,  1211.  1324,. 

Evidence  in  favour  of  an  entiPe  abolition  of  the  law  of  settlement  and  removal  and  of 
a  rip^bt  to  relief  wherever  destitution  arises ;  objections  to  this  proposition  considered, 
1140  e£  «€y^—— -Instances  of  great  hardship  to  the  labouring  poor  on  account  of  the  right 

of  removal,   114^   ii43*   1239^1242 Improbability    of^  non-removability  causing^ 

eventually,  any  serious  increase  of  charge  to  tne  Birmingham  ratepayers ;  comparatively 

few  Irish  removals,  1145-1 153-  1166-1175.  1178-1180 Witness  is  not  in  favour  of 

national  rating,  which  he  considers  impracticable,  1145,  1146.  1336: 

Expediency  of  strict  measures  being  taken  in  order  to  prevent  imposture  in  the  event 
of  removals  bein^  abolished,  1155-1 157.  1178 Practice  at  Birmingham  in  the  admi- 
nistration of  relief  so  as  to  prevent  imposition  or  abuse^  1157-1162.  11837!  188 

Feeling  among  clerks  to  Boards  of  Guardians  in  favour  of  the  abolition  of  removal, 

1163-1165.  1215 ^Tendency  of  orders  of  removal  to  increase  raiher  than  to  diminnh 

pauperism,  1165 Steps  are  not  tedcen  to  remove  paupers  from  Birming;ham  imless 

they  are  likely  to  continue  chargeaUe  for  ar  eonsiderable  time,  1 176",  1177. 

Abaenee 
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Absence  of  prejudice  to  the  Strand  Union,  or  to  unions  generally,  if  the  area  of  resi*- 

'  dence  were  extended  to  the  union,  1189-1194.  1234-1238 Hardship  in  the  labouring 

poor  often  breaking  their  residence  by  removing  from  one  parish  to  an  adjoining  one  in 
the  same  union  ;  they  are  not  induced  to  do  this  by  the  officials  of  the  unions^  1 195-1 197. 
I!i79-'i28i Relative  increase  of  pauperism  and  of  the  value  of  properly  in  Birming- 
ham, i200-i^>4-'-*^Liability  of  Birmingham  parish  for  the  relief  of  many  workmen  who 
live  in  it»  but  labour  in  adjoining  parishes,  1205-^1009. 

Suggestion  that,  inasmuch  as  the  public  are  not  prepared  fur  an  immediate  abolition  of 
4be  law  of  settlement  and  removal,  the  facilities  for  acquiring  irremovability  be  gradually 
increased,  1211-1214— *— The  period  of  residence  should  be  reduced  gradually  to  one 
fjear,  1211. 1233— •-•^Reference  to  the  case  of  Kegina  v.  Thornton,  as  showing  how  easily 
a  settlement  may  now  be  gained  undrr  certain  circumstances;  inference  therefrom, 
laii,  1212—*^— Suggested  extension  of  the  period  during  which  a  widow  is  irremovable, 
1213. 

Examination  as  to  the  probable  effect  upon  the  Liverpool  ratepayers  in  the  event  of 

the  law  of  removal  being  abolished,  1215-1232.  1243,  1244^ Advantage  of  a  certain 

'period  of  residence  conferring  a  settlement,  1245, 1246.  i325--*---Sati8factory  administra- 
lian  of  the  poor  law  in  Birmingham  under  the  present  system  of  relief  and  removal,  1 247- 
1252^— Statement  as  to  the  expense  of  litigation  or  law  ctiatges  to  Birmingham  parish  in 
tconneotir«iiviih  orders  of  removal  at  different  periods,  1253-1268. 

Practice  at  Birmingham  in  procuring  orders  of  removal ;  they  are  always  made  in  open 

court,  1269-1278 Practice  to  remove  persons  becoming  chargeable,  even  if  thty  had 

'tesided  four  years  and  eleven  aionths,  1282-I288 Probability  of  the  fear  of  removal 

having  some  effect  in  preventing  break  of  residence  in  search  of  work,  1291-1296. 

In  carrying  out  removals  from  Birmingham  to  Ireland,  each  pauper  is  conveyed  in  a 
covered  carnage  to  Liverpool ;  his  passage  is  paid  to  the  port  in  Ireland  nearest  the 
county  where  he  was  born,  and  2«.,  and  a  loaf  of  bread,  are  given  to  him,  1297-1304. 

1312-1323.   1326-1329 Distinction  in   favour  of   English   paupers  in    their   being 

removed  to  their  own  parish,  1305-1311— — Distinction  also  in  a  copy  of  the  examination 
of  Irish  paupers  nut  being  forwarded  to  their  parish  in  Ireland,  1330-1333. 

Opinion  that  the  abolition  of  the  law  of  removal  would   not  act  prejudicially  to  the 

Btrand  Union,  1334 Inequality  of  rating  in  metropolitan  parishes  uuider  a  system  of 

non-removal,  and  unless  a  national  rate  were  resorted  to,  1335,  1336. 

Cork.    Instances  of  the  guardians  at  Cork  privately  contributing  to  send  paupers  from  the 

Cork  workhouse  to  England,  Sheehan  5931-5934 Considerable  number  of  lemovals  to 

Cork  in  London  steamers;  few  removals  by  way  of  Liverpool  or  Bristol,  Macmanus  5975- 

5978 Statement  as  to  the  magistrates   frequently  contributing  out  of   their  private 

.means  to  assist  the  paupers  in  reaching  their  place  of  destination,  ib.  6085.  6126.  €161- 

6163.  6203-6208 Practice  to  give  relief  in  the  Cork  Union  whenever  it  is  required^ 

ib.  6126-6130.  6161-6166. 

Out  of  sevenhr-one  removc'd  paupers  now  in  the  union,  fifly-two  haye  no  claim  upon  it, 
O^Shaughnem  0220-6226--^  Anxiety  of  the  guardians  at  Cork  to  forward  the  poor  to 
their  destniations,  and,  in  cases  of  peculiar  hardship,  to  enable  them  to  return  to  England ; 
instances  of  their  contributing  privately  in  order  to  effect  such  return,  ib.  6259-6264. 
6369-6393 — ^'Kkt  guardians  do  not  wish  for  a  power  of  removal,  ib.  6263.  6265. 

Afler  arrival  at  Cork  the  poor  can  readily  get  to  the  workhouse,  where  they  are  never 
icfttsed  relief,  (yShaughneity  6290^297— —Exceptional  instances  of  communication 
between  the  C«rk  goavdians  and  the  guardians  of  the  union  in  the  interior  vrith  reference 
to  the  foFwarding  w  a  pauper,  ib.  641&-6419-— Way  in  which  sick  paupers  are  received 
on  arrival  at  Cork  Ivom  England,  ib.  6420. 

Greater  attention  on  the  part  of  the  relievinjg  oflScer,  through  the  complaints  of  the 
magistrates,  in  regard  to  removed  paupers  on  arrival,  Humphreys  6522-6524. 

See  also  Irhh  Poor. 

Kioit  of  Irremovable  Poor.    Complaint  in  some  cases  on  account  of  the  chaige  cast  upon  the 
ttnions  by  the  large  proportion  of  irremovable  poor,  Lambert  65-67. 

Table  showing  the  comparative  cost  of  relief  to  settled  and  irremovable  poor  in  the 
several  unions  w  Mr.  Lambert's  district  for  the  half  year  ended  Michaelmas  1859, 
App.  p.  456- 

See  also  Common  Fund.  Consolidated  Fund.  Decrease  of  Rates.  Parochial 
System.      Union  Rating. 

Cost  cf  Rtfmooals.    Statement  of  the  terms  npon  which  witness  undertakes  the  Lbh  and 
'    Scotch  removals  from  London,  Frost  5412,  5413. 
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County  Rate.    Witness  does  not  see  why  a  county  rating  should  not  be  adopted,  Carder 

1225-1227 Approval  of  county  rating  in  so  large  a  county  as  Yorkshire,  idoore  2395- 

2401 ^Absence  of  commonalty  of  interest  between  different  unions  in  a  county,  Hedlejf 

2818-2820 In  the  event  of  chargeability  wherever  destitution  arises,  the  area  of  rating 

should  be  extended  to  the  union,  or  rather  to  the  county,  Potter  6954,  6955.  6959. 6gg& 
Consideration  of  the  management  of  the  expenditure  in  the  event  of  county  rating; 
nature  of  the  security  against  carelessness  or  extravagance,  ib.  6969-6995. 

Coxon,  The  Reverend  Mark.    (Analysis  of  his  Evidence.) — Chairman  of  the  Wirral  Uoioo, 

in  Cheshire,  1337 ^The  Wirral  Union  comprises  filty-six  townships,  partly  commercial 

and  partly  agricultural ;  Birkenhead  is  in  the  union,  1338-1 1340 ^The  mode  of  rainng 

the  common  fund  in  the  union  works  very  unfairly ;  particulars  hereon  showing,  that 
several  of  the  townships  contribute  nothing  to  the  common  fund,  1341-1368— -The 
common  fund  and  the  number  of  irremovable  poor  are  greatly  on  the  increase,  1369, 1370 

Feeling  ot  the  Guardians  of  the  union  that  the  present  mode  of  raising  the  commoQ 

fund  is  very  unfair,  and  that  it  should  be  based  on  the  rateable  value,  1371-1383. 

The  adoption  of  a  three  years'  residence  would  increase  the  cost  of  irremovable  Irish  poor 

at  Birkenhead,  but  it  would  doubtless  be  a  benefit  to  the  poor,  13^4-1394 Expediency 

of  facilitating  the  acquisition  of  settlements;  suggestion  hereon  that  five  years'  industrial 

residence  might  confer  a  settlement,  1394-1429.  1437 Approval  of  irremovability 

being  obtained  by  three  years'  residence,  1418-1425.  1436 Trequent  applications  for 

relief  at  Birkenhead  by  Irish  poor  immediately  after  their  arrival,  1430-1432 ^Im- 
provement as  regards^e  Wirral  Union  of  half  the  cost  of  the  irremovable  poor  fell  00 
the  townships  and  half  on  the  union  fund,  1433'1435. 

[Second  Examination.] — Further  statement  with  reference  to  the  expediency  of  a 
settlement  being  obtained  by  a  certain  period  of  residence,  1440-1445.  1510-1512-^ 
Examination  with  reference  to  the  share  of  the  cost  of  the  irremovable  poor  of  the  Wirral 
Union  borne  respectively  by  Birkenhead  and  the  commercial  townships,  and  by  the 
agricultural  townships ;  question  hereon  as  to  the  fairness  of  levying  the  common  fund  oa 
the  rateable  value  throughout  the  union,  1446  et  seq. 

Importance,  if  a  union  rating  be  adopted  generally,  that  the  same  system  of  assessment 
be  taken  throughout  each  union  as  the  basis  of  the  rate;  the  Boards  of  Guardians  should 

settle  this  question,  1493-1504.  1515--1517 Confusion  of  accounts  under  a  system  of 

non-resident  relief,  1505 Hardship  in  non-resident  relief  not  being  sometimes  adopted 

in  lieu  of  removal ;  instance  of  this,  1506-1508 Witness  would  not  abolish  the  power 

of  removal,  1509 High  rates  in  Nestor  township,  in  Wirral  Union^  16^3>  ^SH^"^ 

The  average  rate  for  the  relief  of  the  poor  of  the  union  is  g^d.  in  the  pound,  1518. 

* 

Daliouy  The  Reverend  J.  N.  (^alysis  of  his  Evidence.) — Injurious  operation  of  the  irre- 
movable Act  in  the  parish  of  Greetham,  Rutland,  which  is  an  open  parish,  and  is  unduly 
buidened  through  the  residence  therein  of  labouring  poor,  who  virork  in  adjoining  close 

parislies,  5522-5532- Much  greater  fairness  if  the  common  fund  were  based  upon  the 

rateable  value  of  each  parish,  5530-5542 Practice  in  some  parishes  to  throw  obstacles 

in  ihe  way  of  five  years'  residence,  5535.  5538.  5560-5552 Instead  of  putting  the 

irremovable  poor  on  the  common  fund,  it  would  be  better  that  each  parish  should  bear  the 
cost  of  its  own  poor,  that  is  that  the  system  of  parochial  settlement  should  be  reverted  to, 
6642-6652. 

Darby,  George.    (Analysis  of  his  Evidence.) — Considerable  experience  of  witness  in  the 

vjrorking  of  the  Poor  Law,  5778-5786 Approval  of  a  renewal  of  the  five  years'  Act, 

5787 Objection  to  a  reduction  of  the  period  of  residence  as  tending  to  union  ratingy 

5787,  5788-- — Instead  of  union  rating,  the  consolidated  fund  might  as  well  at  once  be 
charged  with  the  cost  of  the  poor ;  this  would,  however,  be  a  very  injudicious  systemi 
6788,  5789- 

Witness  objects  strongly  to  union  rating  in  lieu  of  parochial  rating,  and  concludes  that 
under  the  former  system  the  same  interest  would  not  be  taken  in  the  poor,  nor  in  tbe 

administration  of  the  funds,  5788  et  seq. Illustration  in  the  case  of  witness's  parish 

of  the  beneficial  operation  of  the  system  of  parochial  management,  6790. 5807 -Proba- 
bility, if  union  rating  be  adopted,  of  its  being  necessary  to  have  paid  guardians,  which 

■would   be  very  mischievous,  5806 Importance  of  the  check  through  the  parochial 

guardian  upon"  the  action  of  the  relieving  officer,  5807-5812. 

Objection  to  legislating  with  reference  to  close  parishes,  which  are  the  exception  to  the 

rule,  5817,  5818.  5848 Growing  practice  of  building  cottages  on  settled  esUtes  on 

account  of  the  disadvantage  of  non-resident  labour ;  experience  hereon  of  witness  as 

Inclo&ure  Commissioner,  5818,  5819.  5854-5858 Considerations  bearing  upon  the 

question  of  charging  the  common  fund  upon  the  averages  or  upon  the  rateable  value; 
objections  to  the  latter  course,  5820  et  seq. 
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Darby,  George.    (Analysis  of  his  Evidence) — continued. 

Disapproval  of  the  rateable  value  being  the  basis  of  the  common  fund  in  order  to  meet 
the  caf^e  of  parishes  which  are  partially  exempt  from  contribution  because  of  their  labour 

being  non-resident,  5829  et  seq. System  of  assessment  for  poor-rate  purposes  adverted 

to;  enormous  expense  of   a  general  revaluation,  5870,  5871 Wages  of  from  125.  to 

15  «.  in  witness's  disirict,  5872 Difficulty  in  agricultural  districts  in  providing  against 

pauperism  in  old  age,  5873-5875. 

[Second  Examination.] — Reference  to  the  circumstance  of  a  large  amount  of  property 

being  now  exempt  from  assessment  for  relief  of  the  poor,  6549 Further  statement  as 

to  iis  being  better  to  make  the  poor  rates  payable  out  of  the  general  taxation  ot  the 

country,  than  to  adopt  union  rating,  if  parochial  rating  be  abolished,  6549,  6550 

Further  evidence  as  to  the  importance  of  preserving  th«f  parochial  interest  in  the  poor, 

which  would  be  lost  under  union  rating,  6549-6562 Disapproval  of  reducing  the 

period  of  residence  to  three  years,  6563. 

Daubeny,  The  Rev.   Giles.     (Analysis  of  his  Evidence). — Chairman  since  1835  of  the 

Wootton  Basset  and  Cricklade  Union,  which  comprises  14  parshes,  7293-7297 Greatly 

improved  management  in  the  union  nnd  great  improvement  in  the  condition  of  the  lower 
classes  since  the  introduction  of  the  Poor  Law  Amendment  Act,  7298-7305.  7318  et  sea 
Decided  objection  to  union  rating,  as  obviating  the  advantage  of  the  interest  taken 
in  the  poor-law  administration  under  the  parochial  system ;  illustration  in  the  case  of  wit- 
ness's parish,  7306  et  seq. 

Approval  of  the  irremovable  poor  being  charged  upon  the  averages ;  absence  of  injustice 
thereby  to  parishes  in  wliich  labourers  reside  and  spend  their  wages,  who  work  in 

adjoining  parishes,  7312-7317.   7383-7395.  7403-7412 Advantage  in  there  being 

residences  in  each  parish  for  the  labourers  in  that  parish  ;  practice  of  providing  cottages 
throughout  witness's  district,  7383-7387 Very  small  charge  on  account  of  the  irre- 
movable poor  in  witness's  union,  7396-7402. 

Decrease  of  Rates.  Argument  that  the  decrease  of  the  rates  per  pound  in  1859  as  com- 
pared with  1847  '^  ^"^  ^"  P^^^  ^^  ^'^^  operation  of  the  Irremovable  Act,  Knight  6741- 

6759 Effect  of  an  increased    population  in  any  place  to  increase  the  value  and  to 

decrease  the  rates  per  pound  ;  effect  conjointly  therewith  of  the  Irremovable  Act  in 
decreasing  the  rates,  ib.  6745-6759. See  also  Close  Parishes.        Towns. 

Deeping  Fen  (Lincoln),  Explanation  ak  to  there  being  scarcely  any  resident  poor  in 
Deeping  Fen,  Maples  1647-1665.  1792-1797 Circumstance  of  labourers  when  dis- 
abled by  accident  or  sickness  having  been  brought  from  Deeping  Fen  into  Spalding,  so 

as  to  place  their  support  upon  the  latter  parish,  ib.  1650,  1660.  1737-1743 Extent 

and  rateable  value  of  the  property  in  Deeping  Fen,  ib.  1666,  1667 Higher  rents  in 

Deeping  Fen  to  the  prejudice  of  Spalding,  in  consequence  of  the  exemption  from  rates, 
ib.  1681-1689 Good  wages  given  in  Deeping  Fen,  ib.  1744-1747. 

See  also  Spalding  Union. 

Depositions.  Unsatisfactory  way  in  which  the  depositions  of  paupers  about  to  be  removed 
are  taken ;  amendment  suggested  hereon,  MacFarlane  4584-4587. 

Derby  Union.  Circumstance  of  the  cost  of  the  irremovable  poor  of  this  union  being 
greater  than  the  cost  of  the  settled  poor,  Lambert  31.  67. 

Desertion  by  Husbands.  Hardship  in  the  removal  to  Belfast  of  English  and  Scotch  women 
upon  the  plea  of  desertion  on  the  part  of  an  Irish  husband;  amendment  suggested, 

M*Gee  4247,  4248.  4269-4283 Tnere  have  been  numerous  complaints  at  Cork  by 

women  of  removal  on  account  of  temporary  relief  in  a  workhouse  whilst  their  husbands 
had  gone  in  search  of  work,  Humphreys  6457-6460. 

Devlin,  Jerry.  Particulars  relative  to  the  case  of  Jerry  Devlin,  an  Irish  pauper  of  unsound 
mind,  whose  mode  of  removal  from  Scotland  to  Belfast  involved  a  violation  of  the  law, 
3/'6r^c  4291-430 1, 

Dietary  {English  fVorhhauses).  Advantage  if  there  were  one  established  diettiry  throughout 
the  country  supposing  chargeability  to  arise  wherever  destitution  occurs.  Page  873. 

Dietary  (Irish  WoorJAouses).  Meagre  dietary  in  Irish  workhouses,  and  deterrent  effect 
thereof;  large  increa<^  of  pauperism  in  Ireland  if  the  dietary  were  liberal,  Hedley  2840. 
2857-2870.  2982-2989- — The  dietary  throughout  Ireland  is  now  very  good ;  it  has 
recently  been  improved  in  many  unions,  M^Gee  4403. 

Dillon,  Bridget.  Case  of  this  pauper,  now  in  the  Cork  Union,  showing  the  harsh  operation 
of  the  law  of  removal,  0*Shaughnessy  6233-6235. 

Dread  of  Removal    See  Circulation  of  Labour.        Irish  Poor,  4. 
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Dublin.    Complaint  that  of  the  large  namber  of  poor  lafided  in  Dublin,  and  relteTed  ia  tte 
North  Doblin  Union,  the  great  majority  ha?e  no  connexion  whatever  with   Dablin, 

MacFarlane  4S^Q^i^S^.  ^610,  4611 Different  ways  in  which  the  large  namber  of 

removed  poor  received  into  the  North  Dublin  Union  are  diaposed  of;  a  great  proportion 
find  their  way  back  to  England,  ib.  4606-4614— ^Number  of  removed  paupers  received 

into  the  North  Dublin  Union ;  very  few  from  Scotland^ti.  4608^  4609 On  arrival,  the 

paupers  are  at  once  taken  by  policemen  to  the  union;  tbey  sometimes  land  in  a  very 
wi  etched  state,  ib.  4629,  4630. 

Grievance  through  the  removal  to  Dublin  of  lunatics  and  idiorts  from  America;  a 
lunatic  was  also  removed  from  Scotland  some  time  ago,  MacFarlane  4636.  4747-4750 

Practice  at  the  North  Dublin  Union  not  to  remove  any  paupers,  ib.  4654.  4773 

There  is  no  system  at  Dublin,  as  at  Belfast,  for  sending  back  to  England  paupers 
removed  thence,  ib.  4817-4819. 

See  also  Irish  Poor. 

Dudley^  Mary.     Statement  by  this  pauper,  showing  the  hardships  undergone  by  her  oo. 
.  removal  from  London  to  Cork,  (yShaughnessy  6239. 


Electorcd  Districts  (^Ireland).     See  Ireland. 

Satploymetit,     Probable  rflPect  t,f  the  fear  of  removability  in  inducing  more  industrious 

habits  on  the  part  of  the  poor,  Lambert  236-295 Few  able4)odied  paupers  in  witness's 

distiict,  ib.  471 Ample  empbyment  on  witness's  property,  and  throughout  Cambrid^- 

«bire,  for  agricultural  labourers;  better  wages  and  improred  condition  of  the  iabouTiQg 
classes  through  the  limited  supply  of  labour  in  the  country.  Lord  Hardwicke  6573. 

6652-6673 Less  interest  taken  in  obtaining  employment  for  the  labourer  if  parochial 

rating  were  done  away  with,  ib.  6580-6582.  6599-6605.  661 1. 

See  also  Ciradaiion  of  Labour. 

EsttouTty  The  Right  Hon.  Thomas  Henry  Sutton  Solheron  {Member  of  the   Committed. 
(Analysis  of  his  Evidence). — Has  paid  much  attention  to  the  poor  laws ;  was  for  about -a 

year  President  of  the  Poor  Law  Board,  7016-7018 Improvement  through  the  Irre- 

II  ovable  Act  of  1845  upon  the  then  existing  system  ;  the  Act  was  not,  however,  intended 

to  be  a  final  arrangement,  7019,  7020 Expediency  of  the  Acts  of  1845  and   1846 

being  now  repealed,  and  a  £;eneral  Act  brought  forward,  7021 ,  7022. 

Gradual  relaxation  since  the  time  of  Charles  the  Second  of  the  restrictions  upon  the 

acquisition  of  settlement,  7022 System  of  raising  the  common  fund  for  the  support 

^of  the  irremovable  poor  adverted  to  as  not  an   unfair  arrangement  at  the  time  it  was 

adopted,  7022.  7036 Proposition   that  in  lieu   of  irremovabihty,  the  cild   form  of 

parochial  settlement  be  adopted ;  grounds  for  preferring  parochial  settlement  to  union 
settlement,  7022.  7060-7067. 

Improvement  if  three  ye»rs'  residence  were  substituted  for  five  years'  residence; 
opinion,  however,  that  even  the  f<>nner  period  is  too  long,  7022— -Proposition  that 
settlement  be  gained  bv  a  continuous  employment  or  residence  of  120  or  130  weeks,  7022- 
7035.  7068,  7069 Settlement  by  birih  should  only  hold  good  up  to  the  age  of  twenty- 
one,  7022.  7025,  7026 All  paupers  should  be  comprised  in  two  classes,  the  settled 

»nd  the  unsettled ;  the  former  to  be  supported  by  the  parish,  and  the  latter  by  the  union, 
7024.  7036^**— Propc  sition  that  the  common  fund  be  raised  upon  a  calculation  into 
which  both  the  pupuiation  and  the  rateable  valae  should  enier,  7036.  7070-7072. 

Evidence  in  favour  of  a  rate  in  aid,  with  suggestions  as  to  the  circumetances  and 

conditions  under  which  it  should  be  resorted  to,  7036-7048 Strong  objection  to  a 

national  rate,  or  even  to  a  county  rate,  7036 — —Grounds  for  objecting  to  union  settle* 

jnent  further  adverted  to,  7043.  7059-7061 Expediencv  of  Irish  poor  being  remov^ 

direct  to  their  proper  parish  in  Ireland ;  slight  increase  of  expense  tnereby^  7049-7056. 

7075-7081 The  Irish  and  Scotch  should  obtain  a  settlement  in  England  in  the  same 

^ay  as  English  poor,  7057, 7058. 

Less  litigation  under  the  proposed  facilities  for  acquiring  parochial  settlement  than 

under  the  former  system  of  hiring  and  service,  7063-7067^ The  practice  of  removal 

should  still  continue^  7073,  7074 ^The  removal  to  Ireland  should  be  to  the  parish 

where  there  was  a  certain  continuous  residence,  7075,  7076 It  i^hould  ^be  providcid 

that  notice  of  removal  be  given  to  the  Irish  parish,  7082. 

[Second  Examination.] — Those  irremovable  poor  now  on  the  common  fund  should  not 
be  affected  by  the  proposed  system  of  acquiring  settlement,  which  should  be  prospective 

7083 Grounds  for  recommending  that  all  iimatic  or  imbecile  poor  who  are  fit  cases 

for  a  lunatic  asylum  should  be  char^^  upon  the  common  fund,  7084-7090.  71 15-7127 

Further  reference  to  the  suggestion  that  the  common  fund  be  raised  by  a  combined 
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Eitcourt,  The  Bight  Hon.  T.  H.  S.  Sotherm.    (Analysis  of  his  'Ev\A&ate)^conHtmedU 
calculation  of  the  rateable  value  of  the  property  in  the  parish,  and  of  the  population^ 
7091- 71 13,71 14- 

PresGure  of  the  irremoFable  poor  in  tonD  parishes  and  in  country  parishes  in  the  same 
union^  suoh  as  the  Bedmioster  Union^  adverted  to,  7092-7095— Advantage  if  the 

Gilbert  Unions  throughout  the  country  bad  long  since  been  destroyed^  7096,  7097 

Opinion  that  the  system  of  audit  relative  to  the  charge  for  the  irremovable  poor  has 

worked  satisfactorily,  7098-7107 Advantage  in  disputed  cases  as  to  settlement,  &o., 

being  referred  to  the  roor  Law  Board,  7104-71 12* 

Calculation  showing  that  the  extra  expense  to  the  English  parish  of  removing  Irish 
poor  to  their  proper  parishes  would  be  very  slight,  7128-7136- Unfairness  and  hard- 
ship in  the  paupers  not  being  sent  farther  than  ihe  seaports,  and  in  proper  provision  not 

being   made   for  them,  7129.  7135-7146 Propriety   of  the  expense  of  agents  for 

facilitating  Irish  removals  being  borne  by  the  Poor  Law  Boards  in  England  and  Ireknd, 

7129-7136.  7147 Different  circumstances  of  England  and  Ireland,  which  render  a 

law  of  settlement  desirable  in  the  former,  though  not  in  the  latter,  7148-7159 Inex- 

pe<liency  of  extending  the  area  of  raiing  further  adverted  to,  7154. 

Estcourt,   Right  Hon.   Sotherton,  M.  P,    Draft    resolutions    proposed   by   Mr.   Estcourt, 
Rep.  p.  X. 

Exemption  from  Poor  Rates*    Reference  to  the  chi^urnstance  of  a  large  amount  of  property 
being  now  exempt  from  assessment  for  relief  of  the  poor,  Darby  6549. 


F. 

Five  Years^  Residence.  Difficulty  in  large  towns  in  investigating  claims  to  five  years'  resi- 
dence; improvement  hereon  if  a  period  of  thret*  years  were  adopted,  Lambert  47-^56 
With  regard  to  the  question  of  allowing  five  years' residence  to  confer  a  settlement,  witness 
has  not  considered  the  matter,  which  is  a  very  important  one,  JPage  857,  858.  967,  968 
—Expediency  of  facilitating  the  acquisition  of  settlements;  suggestion  hereon  that  five 
years'  industrial  residence  might  confer  a  settlement,  Coxofi  1394-1429.  1437*  1440-1445. 
1510-1512— Incentive  to  industry  through  five  years'  residence  being' required,  Biake 
2320. 

It  is  not  now  necessary  that  the  five  years'  residence  be  continuous,  as  chargeability 
through  sickness  does  not  break  residence,  Hedley  2879-2884 — —Less  improvidence  of 
those  who  have  obtained  irremovability  by  five  years'  residence.  Peach  3668-3670-'— 
Approval  of  a  renewal  of  the  Five. Years'  Act,  Darbg  S'/8^; 

See  also  Break  of  Residence.       Irremovability.        Three  Tears*  Residence. 

Flint,  William  Richard.  (Analysis  of  his  Evidence.) — Relieving  officer  of  the  Louih  dis- 
trict of  the  Louth  Union,  3229— The  union  comprises  ninety  paristiea^  twenty-four  of 
which,  including  Louth,  are  in  the  Louth  district;  all  the  parishes,  except  Louth,  are  of 

an  agricultural  character,  3230-3234 The  Irremovable  Act  operates  very  unequally 

and  unfairly  upon  the  parish  of  Louth,  and  some  villages  in  the  union,  on  account  of  the 
cottages  for  toe  labouring  poor  who  work  in  the  agricultural  parishes  being  situated  in 
Louth,  &c.,  whereby  the  agricultural  parishes  are  almost  entirely  exeu:pi  from  contribution 
to  the  common  fund  for  the  irremovaole  poor ;  details  hereon  in  support  of  this  complaint, 
3?36  «<  ^«9- 

Considerable  number  of  Irish  who  reside  in  Louth,  and  work  in  the  neighbourhood ; 
burden  upon  Louth  when  these  are  out  of  work,  3243-3261 -<*— Practice  not  to  remove 

the  Irish,  3262-3265 Number  respectively  of  irremovable  and  settled  poor ;  there  are 

no  Irish  among  the  latter,  3266-3270— Statement  relative  to  the  difficulty  of  procuring 
cottage  residences  in  several  of  the  agricultural  parishes  of  the  union;  causes  of  this; 
consequent  erection  of  cottages  in  Louth,.  &c«  3272  et  seq. 

Almost  equal  cost  of  the  irremovable  poor  of  the  union  lin  each  of  the  ytars  1856-59 ; 
3313-3315— ^ The  raie  in  the  pound  in  Lonth  is  now  3«.  6d.,  but  this  includes  odier 

char'j'es  besides  the  relief  of  the  poor,  3320-3322 Particulars  of  the  expenditure  in 

1855-56;  3322 Indifferent  attendance  at  the  meetings  of  the  Board  or  Ouardians; 

total  number  of  guardians,  33^-3326 Feeling  of  many  of  the  guardians  as  to  the 

expedienc}  of  altering  the  present  mode  of  raising  the  common  fund,  and  of  substituting 
a. union  rating  ;  conourrence  therein,  3327*3343.  3360-^369. 

Importance  of  a  new  valuation  throughout  the  Louth  unioo,  and  of  each  parish  paying 
towards  one.  general  fand  aocordiag  to  their  proper  rating;  iueaualitf  of  the  present 
MMBsmentr  333P-3359'-'--**Imnrovement  upon  the  present  law  if  a  three  years'  residence 
were  adonted,  3370-3 3  72 — -^Improvement  also  as  regards  I^oath^  if  the  oobiomki  fund 
chai-gea  tor  irremovable  poor,  &ai»  were  based  upon  the  rateable  Talue«  3373-3876—^ 
Jtlode  of  distribution  of  employment  by.  the  guaroians  3377  3389. 
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Report,  \S6o— continued. 

Flinty  William  Richard.    (Analysis  of  his  Evidence) — continued. 

Old  age  and  sickness  are  the  chief  causes  of  chargeability  in  Louth  union ;  there  is  not 

much   drunkenness  or   immorality,   3383-3389 Good    condition    generally  of  ibe 

labourers  resident  on  the  farms,  8ic.,  3390-3392 Practice  in  granting  relief  to  members 

of  benefit  societies,  3393-3396 Funher  reference  10  the  non-residence  of  labourers  in 

the  agricultural  parishes  as  the  cause  of  their  low  rates,  3397-3399. 

Stringent  measures  adopted  at  Louth  as  regards  vagrants,  and  effectual  result  thereof, 

'34^0-3411 Improbability  of  vagrancv  increasing  if  removals  were  abolished,  3406- 

3411.  3417,  3418 ^The  vagrants  and  casual  poor  at  Louth  are  charged  upon  the 

common  fund,  3412,  3413 Witness  is  in  favour  of  abolishing  settlement ;  so  that  each 

Crson  might  be  cbargeuble  upon  the  union  where  he  might  happen  to  be,  union  rating 
ing  generally  adopted,  3414-34 17- 

Amount  of  the  rates  and  value  of  the  property  in  Louth  at  the  present  time  as  compared 
with  former  years ;  further  statement  hereon  as  to  the  unequal  operation  of  the  Poor 

Law  Amendment  Act,  3419  et  $eq. ^Tlie  Irish  in  Louth  are  for  the  most  part  regular 

residents  there,  3445,  3446. 

Foreign  Sailors,  Suggestion  that  the  charge  in  respect  of  foreign  sailors,  as  at  Sund^- 
land,  fall  on  the  common  fund,  Hedley  2887-2894. 

Foster,  James  Lancelot.  Letter  from  Mr.  Foster,  guardian  of  St  John-del-Pyke,  York 
Union,  relative  to  the  mode  of  assessing  the  common  charges,  the  question  01  reducing 
the  period  of  residence,  and  extending  the  area,  See.,  App.  p.  493. 

Frost  J  John.  (Analysis  of  his  Evidence.)*— Agent  or  pass  master  for  the  counties  of  Snrrey, 
Kent,  and  Middlesex,  for  the  removal  of  Scotch  and  Irish  paupers,  5171-5176— ^Has  a 
dep6t  at  Wapping,  whither  those  about  to  be  removed  by  the  parishes  are  sent,  5177- 

5180 The  paupers  remain  at  the  dep6t  for  one  or  two  days,  or  longer,  accordingly  as 

the  steamers  depart  for  the  different  ports,  5177.  5186-5188 Witness  sees  that  a 

warrant  or  order  of  removal  is  duly  provided,  5181-5184.  5189,  5190. 

Witness  ships  the  paupers  as  deck  passengers,  but  in  special  cases  of  illness  or 

infirmity  puts  them  under  cover,  and  provides  beds,  5i9«-5i96.  5303-5313 When 

the  paupers  have  to  go  any  distance  beyond  the  seaport  in  Ireland,  some  money  is  always 
given  them  to  help  them  forward,  the  money  being  repaid  to  witness  by  the  parishes,  5197. 

5210-5214.  5414-5418 There  is  always  n  forecastle  or  barrack-room,  into  which  the 

paupers  i-an  go  for  shelter  from  the  weather;  examination  hereon,  5198.  5291-5302. 
5330-5332.  5339-5362.  5448-5456. 

Witness  generally  sees  the  paupers  on  board,  and  looks  to  the  provisions,  &c.,  5199, 

5200 Last  year  he  carried  out  483  removals,  5201 Rates  of  passage   money, 

5204-5206 Character  and  quantity  of  the  provisions  supplied ;  arrangement  with  tJie 

captain,  so  as  to  prevent  any  want  on  this  score,  5207-5209.  5484-5488 Witness  has 

an  agent  at  Cork  who  receives  the  paupers  on  arrival,  and  gives  them  money  to  forward 
them  to  their  destinations ;  respectability  of  this  person,  whose  name  is  Fitzgerald,  5215- 
5238.  5392,  5393- 

Evidence  in  support  of  the  statement  that  money  is  constantly  given  to  the  paupers 
after  arrival  at  the  Irish  port ;  checks  hereon  upon  witness's  agent  at  Cork ;  inaccuracy 
of  certain  statements  about  money  not  being  given,  5223-5225.  5234-5246.  6364-5393. 

5469-5483.  54H9-5498.  5506-5509 There  is  no  foundation  for  statements  that  people 

have  been  placed  on  board  without  food  or  proper  clothing,  and  have  landed  in  so  desti- 
tute a  state  that  their  lives  have  been  in  danger,  5226-5233 The  Surrey  poor  are  sent 

by  rail  via  Bristol  during  the  winter  months,  but  the  Middlesex  poor  are  always  sent  by 
long  sea,  5247-525^« 

Certificate  required  by  witness  in  the  case  of  those  who  are  not  in  good  health,  without 
which  certificate  he  would  not  send  them ;  extra  comforts  and  accommodation  provided  in 

these  cases,  5253-5257.  5394-6409 Willingness  of  the  great  majority  to  be  removed, 

6257>  5258.  5410,  5411.  5440-5447 Explanatory  statement  relative  to  the  arrange- 
ments in  the  case  of  ihe  removal  in  February  last  of  a  woman  named  Mary  Carter,  5259- 
5290.5510^5515. 

The  removals  are  carried  out  without  reference  to  the  weather ;  length  of  the  passage 

to  Cork,  Dublin,  or  Limerick  adverted  to  hereon,  5315-5329.  5333-5338 Statement 

of  the  terms  upon  which  witness  undertakes  the  Irish  and  Scotch  removals  from  London, 

5412,  5413 Frequent  supply  of  clothing  by  witness,  the  parishes  repaying  the  cost; 

none  are  sent  insufficiently  clad,  5419-5439 The  paupers  are,  in  fact,  humanely 

treated  whi  st  under  witness's  charge,  5438,  5439 Inaccuracy  of  any  statement  that 

on  arrival  af  Cork  there  is  no  one  to  look  after  them  ;  witness's  agent  is  on  the  spot  to 
receive  them,  5457-5467. 

When  removals  are  made  to  other  ports  than  Cork,  wimess  gives  the  peopla  in  charge 

to  the  steward,  and  also  gives  money  to  the  latter  for  ihem  on  arrival,  6468-5473 
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Report,  i860— con^tiMl. 

Froit,  John.    (AnalysiB  of  his  Evidence) — continued. 

Instance,  in  the  case  of  a  man  named  Dan  O'Shea,  of  misapplication  of  money  on  arrival 

at  Cork,  6474-5479 Witness  removes  about  forty  or  fifty  Scotch  paupers  yearly,  they 

being  treated  in  the  same  way  as  the  Irish,  5499-660  ^ Witness  is  well  known  at 

Cork,  and  is  popular  with  the  poor  there ;  he  has  also  received  thanks  from  the  magis- 
trate of  the  police  court  there  for  his  kindness  in  carrying  out  removals,  6602-6504* 
65i6-55«o. 

a 

Gallagher,  Richard.  Particulars  relative  to  the  case  of  Richard  Ghdlagher,  a  lunatic, 
removed  from  Scotland  to  Belfast;  grounds  for  complaint  in  this  case,  M' 6^64337- 
4331- 

General  Ad.  Expediency  of  the  Acts  of  1846  and  1846  being  now  repealed,  and  a  general 
Act  brought  forward,  JEktcaurt  7021,  7022. 

Gilbert  Unions.  Advantage  if  the  Gilbert  Unions  throughout  the  country  had  long  since 
been  destroyed,  JEstcourt  7096,  7097. 

Gillham,  John.     (Analysis  of  his  Evidence.)— Relieving  officer  for  Portsea  Island  Union, 

4145 ^The  Portsea  guardians  would  probably  object  to  a  reduction  of  the  period  of 

residence  to  three  years;  opinion  that  such  change  would  greatly  increase  the  irre- 
movable poor,  4146-4156*  4213-4230 Considerable  influx  of  labourers  to  Portsea  for 

the  public  works;  extent  of  burden  upon  the  rates  in  respect  of  these,  4149-4162 

There  are  a  good  many  Irish  tramps,  in  addition  to  the  Irish  labourers ;  willingness  of  the 
latter  to  work,  41 59-^.1 61 .  41 74-41 77. 

Practice  of  the  guardians  in  administering  relief;  extent  to  which  the  workhouse  test 

is  put  in  force,  4162.  4172-4175.  4197-4212 Practice  in  carrying  out  Irish  removals; 

very  few  such  removals,  4163-4171 Orders  of  removal  are  obtained  in  open  court, 

4178,  4179 Character   respectively  of  Portsmouth  and   Portsea   parishes;  relative 

charge  in  respect  of  the  poor,  4180-4195 Large  amount  of  Government  property 

not  rated  in  the  union,  4195,  4196. 

Glasgow.  Importance  of  the  regulation  adopted  by  the  Barony  parish,  Glasgow,  of  paying 
the  co»t  oi*  removal  to  the  proper  parish  in  Ireland,  M^Gee  4304,4305. 4350-4363, 4412- 
4420.  4425. 

Greetham  Parish  {Rutland).  Injurious  operation  of  the  Irremovable  Act  in  the  parish  of 
Greetham,  Rutland,  which  is  an  open  parish,  and  is  unduly  burdened  through  the  resi- 
dence J  therein  of  labouring  poor  who  work  in  adjoining  close  parishes,  Dalton  5522- 
6532. 

H- 

Hardships  of  Removal.    See  Irish  Poor.       Orphans. 

Hardwichey  The  Ri^ht  Honourable  the  Earl  of.  (Analysis  of  his  Evidence.) — Was  for 
fifteen  years  chairman  of  the  Caxton  and  Arrington  Union  in  Cambridgeshire,  6564, 
6565 Improved  condition  of  the  working  classes  in  witness's  district  under  the  present 

Koor  law,  6566.  6586-6592 Improved  condition  of  the  people  in  three  close  parishes 
eionging  to  witness,   chiefly  through  his  having  aided  emigration,  and  improved  the 

cottages,  6567-6572.  6584-6586 Great  disadvantage  if  the  labourers  on  witness's 

estate  were  not  resident  in  the  parishes,  but  lived  a  few  miles  off*,  6573-6579. 

Ample  employment  on  witness's  property  and  throughout  Cambridgeshire  for  agricul- 
tural labourers ;  better  wages  and  improved  condition  of  the  labouring  classes  through 

the  limited  supply  of  labour  in  the  county,  6573.  6652-6673 ^There  are  no  instances 

in  Cambridgeshire  of  proprietors  pulling  down  cottages  so  as  to  send  the  poor  out  of  the 

parishes,  6578 Witness  concludes  thai  it  would  be  very  unwise  and  very  unjust  to 

abolish  parochial  rating,  and  to  adopt  union  rating ;  grounds  for  this  conclusion,  6580 
et  seq. 

Injustice  to  well-managed  and  undue  advantage  to  ill-managed  property    if  union 

rating  were  adopted,  6582,  6608-6610.  6646-6651 Very  beneficial  operation  of  the 

workhouse  test  in  keeping  down  pauperism,  6588-6597 Objection  to  a  larger  discre- 

*  tion  in  Boards  of  Guardians  as  to  the  administration  of  relief,  6595.  6675,  6676 

Impolicy  in  any  proprietor  wishing  to  draw  his  labourers  from  a  distance,  6612,  6613. 
6635,  6636. 

Doubt  as  to  the  expediency  of  basing  the  common  fund  upon  the  rateable  value  of  the 
parishes,  instead  of  upon  the  averages ;  as  a  general  principle,  the  former  might  be  the 

proper  course,  6614-6627.  6637-6645 Question  as  to  the  propriety  of  reducing  the 

period  of  residence  to  three  years,  or  of  allowing  five  years'  residence  to  confer  a  settle- 
ment, 6628-6634. 
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Beport,  i860 — eoiijtimud, 
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Hcarvest  Labourers.  The  harvest  labourers  seem  to  go  from  Ireland  to  Boglaad  io  Bocli* 
mioished  numbers ;  they  all  come  back  to  Ireland,  Si* Bride  4496*4499. 

Seamey,  Elizabeth.  Case  of  a  woman  named  Elizabeth  Heamey,  who  died  two  or  thme 
days  after  her  passage  across  to  Dublioy  MacFarlane  4630-46;j6. 

Medkjf,  Tiomai  F.  (Analysis  of  his  Evidence.) — ^Assistant  overseer  for  the  parish  of 
Sunderland ;  also  relieving  officer  for  the  Scotch  and  Irish  paupers  in  the  Sonderland 
Union,  2723-2725 There  were  formerly  many  more  Scotch  and  Irish  in  the  Sunder- 
land Union  than  there  now  are,  2726,  2727 Proportion  of  charge  in  the  union  on 

account  of  the  irremovable  poor;  important  effect  hereon  of  the  Irremovable  Act  in 
increasing  the  charge,  2728-2739. 

Complaint  as  to  the  inequality  and  unfairness  of  the  ^stem  of  averages  upon  which, 
the  common  fund  of  the  union  is  based ;  unduly  hi^h  proportion  paid  by  Sunderland  as 
compared  with  Ryehope,  Bishopwearmoulh,  and  other  panshes,  2738-2773.  2803-2817. 

3821-2823 Feeling  of  the  guardians  in  favour  of  the  rateable  value  ovor  the  whole 

union  being  the  basis  of  the  common  fund,  and  in  iact  of  the  poor  rate  generally,  2769- 

2773.  2818-2820 Improvement  if  the  union  were  also  the  area  of  residence  as  well 

as  of  chargeability,  2773,  2774 Hardship  in  the  loss  of  irremovability  by  break  of 

residence  in  the  same  union ;  discretion  sometimes  exercised  at  Sunderland  in  not 
removing  under  such  circumstances,  2774-2786. 

Very  beneficial  operation  in  Sunderland  of  the  Poor  Law  Amendment  Act,  2787-2795 
—Instances,  not  at  Sunderland,  of  persons  being  improperly  induced  to  break  their  resi- 
dence so  as  to  prevent  chargeability  2794-2796 Few  removals  lately  of  Scotch  and 

Irish  from  Sunderland  Union,  2797-2799.  2876,  2877.  2912,  2913.  2991-2993 Few 

irremovable   Irish  in  the   union,  2800 Fallacious  statements   by  Irish  poor  as  to 

their  period  of  residence,  2801.  2856 Objection  to  a  three  years'  residence  as  re- 
gards Sunderland,  unless  the  chaise  be  more  equitably  distributed,  2802*2806. 

Moderate  amount  of  the  poor  rate  for  the  parish  of  SunHeriand,  notwithstanding  the 

inequality  of  the  present  system,  2807-281 7 Practice  in  carrying  out  Scotch  removals 

from    Sunderland,  2824-2832 The  Irish  leave  the  union  rather  than  be  removed, 

2833-2836 Apprehended  large  accession  of  Irish  puperisra  at  Sunderland,  and'  in 

England  generally,  if  the  power  of  removal  were  abolished,  2837  ^t  seq.  2914-2922 

Meagre  Setary  in  Irish  workhouses,  and  deterrent  effect  th^eof;  large  increase  of 
pauperism  in  Ireland  if  the  dietary  were  liberal,  2840.  2857-2870.  29182-2989. 

Evil  in  Irish  poor  being  removed  only  to  the  seaports  in  Ireland;  advanrage  if  they 

could  be  sent  direct  to  tlieir  proper  union,  2844-2856.  2964-2973 Suggestion  that  if 

a  three  yeaiV  residence  be  adopted,  it  be  a  strictly  independent  residence,  2878 It  is 

not  now  necessary  that  the  five  years'  residence  be  continuous,  as  chargeabihty  through 

sickness  does  not  break. the  residence,  2879-2884 Suggestion  ihat  the  charge  for 

pregnant  women  as  vagrants  be  borne  by  the  common  fund,  instead  of  by  the  parish. 
2885-2887 Suggestion  also  that  the  char^^e  in  respect  of  foreign  sailors,  as  at  Sun- 
derland, fall  upon  the  common  fund,  2887-2894. 

Non-reluctance  of  Irish  poor  to  obtain  relief  in  the  Sunderland  workhouse ;  check 
through  the  labour  test  applied,  2895-2902 — -Less  careful  inquiry  by  the  magistrates 
in  gtanting  orders  of  removal  in  English  cases  than  in  Irish  cases,  2906-2911 Par- 
ticulars as  to  the  mode  of  carrying  out  Irish  removals  from  Sunderland;  proper  care 
taken  of  them  during  the  journey  to  Liverpool  or  Whitehaven,  2923-2931.  2940-2943. 

2974-2981 Case  of  the  removal  irom  Dublin  to  Sunderland  of  the  wife  of  a  soldier 

about  to  go  abroad  ;  hardship  in  this  case,  the  woman  having  been  within  a  few  days  of 
her  confinement,  2932-2943* 

Difficulty,  if  there  were  a  law  of  settlement  in  Ireland,  in  obtaining  the  necessary 
information  from  Boards  of  Guardians  there  before  removals  from  England,  ^945-2953 

Instance  in  the  case  of  the  Boyle  Union,  in  Ireland,  of  the  unwillingness  of  Irish 

guardians  to  give  facilites  to  removals  from  England,  2953-2963.  2997-3000  —  ■ " 
Although  Irish  labour  is  doubtless  very  useful  to  England,  many  Irish  come  to  this 

country  with  no  other  object  than  that  of  becoming  paupers,  2990-2996 Immense 

decrease  in  the  year  1853-54,  ^^  compared  with  1849-50,  in  the  number  of  vagrauts 
relieved  in  the  township  of  Bishopwearmouth,  3001, 

Huthuay  Rates.  Instances  of  relieving  the  poor  out  of  the  highway  rates^  the  same  being 
illegal,  i^omAert  183-185. 

Mill,  Charlotte.  Case  of  this  pauper,  and  of  her  sufferings  during  removal  from  London  to 
Cork,  CyShaughnessy  6236. 

Holmes^  Henry.    (Analysis  of  his  Evidence.) — Relieving  officer  of  the  Home  district  of  the 

Lincoln  UDion»  3916,3916 Paniculars  as  to  the  period  of  residence  in  the  union  after 

which  removal  are  generally  made;  the  great  proportion  takes  place  under  two  years, 

3918-3944 There  are  fifteen  town  (>arishe8  in  Lincoln^  irremovability  being  frequently 

lost  by  removing  from  one  parish  to  another,  3920,  3921.  3945-3952 Approval  of  the 

area  of  residence  being  extended  to  the  union;  similar  approval  on  the  part  of  the  Board 
of  Guardians,  3953-3969»  40^* 
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JGribit,  Hmry.    (  AndyMB  of  his  E?ideace)— <»RltfiiiedL 

TTneqtml  burden  upon  different  parishes  in  the  union  b^^  reason  of  the  mode  of  raising 
the  common  fund;  feeling  of  a  majority  of  the  guardians  in  favour  of  placing  the  chaiges 
on  the  rateable  value,  ^hich  would  be  much  the  fearer  plan,  3960-3969.  4030-4O45. 

4064-4077 Non-removal  of  Irish  poor  from  the  union  on  account  of  the  expense, 

3973,  3974.  39B3-3988- ^Value  of  Irish  labourers  to  the  union ;  their  willinisness  to  • 

-work,  3975-3978; Reluctance  of  the  Irish  to  accept  workhouse  relief,  3979-3982. 

Practice  to  remove  English  poor,  and  to  take  advantage  of  breaks  of  residence;  if  they 

come  back  again,  they  are  charged  to  their  settlement  parishes,  3989-4021 Strong 

dislike  of  the  poor  to  the  law  of  removal,  4022,  4023 Approval  of  a  reduction  of 

the  residence  from  five  to  three  years,  4024-4028 Pauper  lunatics  are  charged  to 

their  own  parishes*,  4029 Character  of  the  attendnuce  of  the  guardians,  and  mode  of 

investigating  applications  for  relief,  4046-4059 ^There  are  tliree  relieving  officers; 

insufficiency  thereof,  4049-4052.  4060-4062. 

Moljfhead  Vniom.     FeeKng  of  the  Holyhead  guardians  as  to  the  grievance  coniseqveQt  vpon 
the  ezpease  of  removal;  objection  by  them  to  the  power  of  removal,  Jones  1543-1547. 

1565,  1566 Comparatively  few  Irish  at  Holyhead;  it  is  not  funnd  necesMury  to 

remove  them,  16.   1548-1553.   1587^   1588 Instance  in  the  Holyhead   Union  of  a 

person  having  been  induced  to  romove  from  one  parish,  where  he  had  gained  a  union 

residence,  to  another  parish  upon  which  he  became  chargeable,  ib.  1505.  1615-1625 

Limited  number  of  removals   from  the  union,  ib,  1565-1569 Effect  upon   certain 

parisbes  in  the  union  of  making  the  union  the  area  of  rating,  ih.  1590-1597. 

Statement  of  account  showing  the  receipt,  expenditure,  and  balances^  for  the  half-y«ar 
ended  25th  March  i860,  App.p.  448-450. 

Move  {Sussex).     Undcn  exemption  of  Hove  from  proper  centribution  to  ttie  cost  of  the 
irremovable  poor  of  Steyning  Union,  Medland  5086-5093.  51 10,  51 11.  5166-516&. 

Mumphreys,  Henry.     (Analysis  of  his  Evidence.) — Clerk  to  the  justices  of  Cork,  6450- 

6453 All  paupers  removed  from  Entrland  to  Cork,  and  t»ken  on  arrival  to  die  City 

Bndeweli,  come  Stthsequently  before  the  magistrates,  €454-6456 There  have  been 

numerous  complaints  by  women  of  removal  on  account  of  temporary  relief  in  a  work- 

liottse  whilst  their  husbands  had  gone   in  search  of  work,  6457-6460 Sympathy 

excited  among  the  Cork  magistrates  by  the  cases  of  removal  which  come  before  them, 
many  of  those  removed  having  been  long  resident  in  England ;  case  in  illustration, 
6460,6461.6516-6547. 

Suffering  consequent  upon  the  absence  of  provisiim  for  ftending  the  paupers  from  Cork 

to  their  union  in  the  interior,  6462-6464 Unprotected  state  of  those  taken  by  the 

constables  to  the  Cork  Bridewell;  they  are  taken  there  in  the  first  instance  because  there 
is  no  one  present  to  receive  them  on  arrival,  or  to  take  them  to  the  workhouse,  6465- 

6471.  6487-6503 Inquiry   made   by  the  magistrates  into   several   cases  involving 

hardship  and  neglect,  not  only  during  removal,  but  alter  arrival  at  Cork,  6472. 
6504-6506. 

Statement  showing  the  utter  unfitness  of  a  man  named  Phillipps  for  the  care  of  the 

paupers  during  the  passage  from  London,  6473-6480 Reference  to  a  declaration  by  the 

Cork  magistrates  as  to  the  exceeding  hardship  and  suffering  under  the  practice  of  removaf^ 

6482-6486 Explanation  as  to  a  complaint  by  the  n)agi8trates  that  after  the  sufferings 

of  the  passage  the  paupers  are  constantly  landed  on  the  quays  in  an  extremely  destitute 
state,  and  that  there  is  no  one  there  to  take  care  of  tnein^  so  that  they  are  sent  to 
the  Bridewell,  6485-6503. 

Explanation  relative  to  a  complaint  by  the  magistrates  that  removals  have  often  been  made 

irregiiUrly  by  the  English  parishes,  6504  et  seq. Greater  aitentton  on  the  part  of  the 

relieving  officer  through  the  complaints  of  the  magistrates,  6522-6524 ^Reference  to 

statements  by  the  tiuBkeys  at  the  Bridewell^  and  by  the  governor,  to  the  effect  that  the 
paupers  received  therein  have  suffered  much  auring  their  removal,  and  are  all  in  a  greater 
or  less  state  of  destitution,  6548. 


Illegal  Removals.       There  are  many  illegal  cases  of  removal   to  Dublin,   MaeFMune 

4538-4541  Explanation  relative  to   a  complaint   by  the  Cork    magrtstrates  tkat 

removals  have  often  been  made  irregularly  by  the  English  parishes,  Humphreys  ^s^^ 
et  seq. 

See  also  Appeals  {Irish  Bemovais).       Buchan,  Ann.        Devlin^  Jerry.       Kay,  fane. 

liuqmlitif.    Stit  Common  Fund.        Vmim  Mating.        Fmlucdwn  or  Assissmeisi. 

Inflm4jflfish.    See  JmA  Poor,  Id.         Workhmme  T^. 

Iniemperanee.    See  Causes  of  Pauperism. 
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Ireland.  Difficulty  if  there  were  a  law  of  setdement  in  Ireland,  in  obtaining  the  necassarj^ 
information  from  Boards  of  Guardians  there  before  removals  from  England,  Hedley 

2945-2953 The  power  of  removal  is  not  wished  for  in   Ireland,  M'Gee  4370 

Difficulty  through  there  being  no  registration  of  births  and  deaths  in  Ireland;  feeling  in 
Ireland  in  favour  of  such  registration,  M*Gee  4368.  4371-4375;  MacFarlane  4785, 4786 

,  The  removal  of  English  or  Scotcli  from  Ireland  is  not  wished  for  there,  JPGee  4370 

^Witness  strongly  disapproves  of  any  law  of  removal  or  settlement  in  Ireland, 

MacFarlaM  4654.  4773-4803.  4813,  4814. 

Evidence  upon  the  subject  of  the  reduction  of  the  area  of  the  electoral  districts  in 
Ireland ;  f>biect8  and  effect  thereof.  Power  4872-4906.  5026-5028-— Supervision  exer- 
cised in  Ireland  over  the  affairs  respectively  of  an  electoral  division,  and  of  the  unioa 

at  large;  similar  treatment  of  the  paupers  of  each,   ib.  4894-4900.   4984-4988 

Injustice  in  there  being  no  reciprocal  power  in  Ireland  to  remove  Scotch  or  Eofflish 

poor;  explanation  that  this  power  is  not  d(3sired,  •6.4964-4971 Inequality  of  the 

rates  in  clifferent  electoral  districts  in  Ireland ;  belief  that  steps  are  not  now  taken  by 
landlords  to  shift  the  burden  by  removing  the  labourers'  cottages,  «i.  5005-5081—-* 
Practice  in  Ireland  as  to  chargeability  respectively  to  the  electoral  division  or  to  the 
union  at  large,  ib.  5033. 

Circumstance  of  there  being  many  English  in  receipt  of  relief  in  Ireland  whom  it  is 

not  sought  to  remove  to  England,  MacFarlane  50^0-5043 Explanation  relative  to 

the  alteration  some  years  since  in  the  electoral  divisions  in  Ireland ;  obstacles  to  further 
alteration,  ib.  5044-5048 Any  inequalities  in  the  poor-rate  in  different  electoral  divi- 
sions has  not  been  brought  about  by  cottage  residences  having  been  pulled  down  of  late 
years  by  individual  proprietors,  ib.  5049-5055. 

Different  circumstances  of  England  and  Ireland  which  render  a  law  of  settlement  de- 
sirable in  the  former,  though  not  in  the  latter,  Estcourt  7148-7159. 

See  also  Afpeah  {Irish  RemavaU).        Iriik  Poor.        Warkhouu  Teei. 

Irish  Poor  : 

1.  Disadvantages  of  Irish  Poor,  as  compared  with  EngKsh  Poor,  under  the 

present  Law. 

2.  Hardship  in  removing  from  England  Irish  labouring  Poor  long  resident 

there. 

3.  Value  of  Irish  Labour  m  England. 

4.  Unwillingness  of  the  Irish  to  be  removed. 

5.  Statement  (f  Mr.  Frost  as  to  the  Practice  in  carrying  out  Removals  fromtht 

Metropolitan  Counties  to  Corh,  tfc,  and  as  to  the  Adequacy  of  the  existing 
Arrangements. 

6.  Strong  Complaints  as  to  the  Mode  of  Removal  to  Corh,  Belfast,  A-c.  19^^ 

SuffiBTings  dwring  the  Passage  and  after  Arrival;  Aceuraof  of  Mr.  Frostt 
Evidence  impugned- 

7.  Improper  Character  of  the  Agents  for  conducting  Removals  from  London  to 

Cork. 

8.  Expediency  of  those  removed  being  sent  direct  to  the  Place  of  BirA,  or<f 

industrious  Residence. 

9.  Suggested  Contract  between  the  Parishes  and  the  Shipowners  for  carryisg 

out  Removals. 

10.  Suggested  Non-removal  after  a  certain  Period  of  Absence  from  Ireland  and 

Labour  in  England. 

11.  Suggested  Transmission  to  the  Parish  in  Ireland  of  Notice  of  Removal,  and 

of  Copy  of  the  Depositions. 

12.  Question  as  to  an  undue  Influx  of  Irish  Poor  to  England  in  the  event  of 

Irremovability . 
18.  Conclusions  of  the  Committee ;  Amendments  suggested. 

1.  Disadvantages  of  Irish  Poor,  as  compared  with  English  Poor,  under  the  present 

Law: 
Bespects  in  which  Irish  labourers  and  their  children  are  placed  at  much  disadvauts^ 
in  regard  to  acquiring  settlement  or  irremovability  in  England,  Lamfter/ 615-647— — 
Hardship  in  Irish  poor  being  removed  only  to  some  seaport  in  Ireland,  whilst  Engh'sh 
poor  are  removed  to  their  own  parish;  the  difference  arises  from  there  being  no  settle- 
ment in  Ireland,  ib.  648-666 Distinction  in  favour  of  English  paupers  in  their  being 

removed  to  their  own  parish,  Corder  1305-1311 Distinction  also  in  a  copy  of  the 

examination  of  Irish  paupers  not  being  forwarded  to  their  parish  in  Ireland,  i&.  133^*^333 
—Hardship  respectively  in  the  removal  of  English  poor  to  their  place  of  settlement 
and  Irish  poor  to  the  seaport  nearest  the  county  where  they  were  bom,  Moore  a59a-«69^- 

2.  Hardship  in  removing  from  England  Irish  labouring  Poor  long  rendent  there: 
Very  great  hardship  in  removing  from  England  persons  resident  there  for  twenty  years 

or  more,  and  landing  them  at  Belfast,  where  they  are  strangers  and  friendless,  MGee 
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2.  Hardship  in  removing  from  England  Irith  labouring  Poor,  4rc.-~continued. 
4339— —Strong  condemnation  of  the  law  whereby  Irish  poor,  after  labouring  for  the  best 
part  of  their  lives  in  England,  may  be  thrown  back  upon  the  shores  of  Irelimd  friendless 
and  unknown;  cases  in  illustration,  M*Bride  4453.  4461.  4487.  4500-4517 — —Com- 
plaint that  many  removals  to  Dublin  take  place  of  persons  who  have  been  long  resident 
m  England,  and  who  have  accidentally  lost  a  settlement  or  irremovability  by  break  of 

residence,  MacFarlane  4534-4540.  4572-4579. 4612-4614 Very  few  of  those  removed 

who  have  been  only  a  short  time  in  England,  ib.  47199  4720. 

There  is  considerable  hardship  involved  in  the  removal  from  this  country  of  Irish  long 

resident  there.  Power  4834-4830.  4939-4941*^4947 Strong  feeling  excited  in  Ireland 

in  consequence  of  the  hard^ip  and  supposed  injustice  of  the  practice  of  removal,  ib. 

4937-4947 Conclusion  as  to  the  long  residence  in  England  ot  many  of  those  removed 

to  Coik,  hlacmamu  6071-6076. 

8.  Value  of  Irish  labour  in  Ef^kmd : 

Statement  showing  that  Irish  labour  is  doubtless  of  considerable  value  to  England, 
Lambert  621^28 ;  Maoles  1748-1756.   1848-1854;  Chamberlain  2102;  Peach  3682- 

3685;.  Borrow*  3881-3883 ;  Jaolmes  3975-3978 Although  Irish  labour  is  doubtless 

very  useful  to  England  many  Irish  come  to  this  country  with  no  other  object  than  that  of 
becoming  paupers,  Hedley  2990-2996. 

4.  UntoitUngnesi  of  the  Irish  to  be  removed : 

Dread  of  removal  on  the  part  of  the  Irish,  Carder  1174 Instances  of  fallacious 

statements  by  Irish  poor  in  regard  to  their  period  of  residence,  so  as  to  avoid  removal, 

Blake  2179-2182.  2309.  2312.  Hedletf  2801.  2856 Desire  of  the  great  majority  of 

those  removed  to  Belfast  to  be  sent  back  to  England,  IP  Bride  4461.  4492.*  4522,  4523 

• Willingness  of  the  great  majority  to  be  removed.  Frost  5257,  5258.  5410,  5411. 

5440-5447 Inaccuracy  of  Mr.  Frost's  statement  diat  the  poor  were,  generally,  re- 
moved by  their  own  consent,  O^ Shaughnesey  6235,  6236, 

5.  Statement  of  Mr.  Frost  as  to  the  Practice  in  carrying  out  Removals  from  the 

Metropolitan  CowUies  to  Corky  ^c,  and  as  to  the  Adequacy  of  the  existing 
Arrangements : 

Witness  is  agent  or  pass  master  for  the  counties  of  Surrey »  Kent,  and  Middlesex  for 

the  removal  of  Scotch  and  Irish  paupers,  Frost  5171-5176 Has  a  depot  at  Wapping, 

whither  those  about  to  be  removed  by  the  parishes  are  sent,  ib.  5177-5180 The 

paupers  remain  at  the  dep6t  for  one  or  two  days,  or  longer,  accordingly  as  the  steamers 
depart  for  the  different  ports,  ib.  5177.  5186-5188. 

Witness  ships  the  paupers  as  deck  passengers;  but  in  special  cases  of  illness  or 

infirmity,  puts  them  under  cover,  and  provides  beds.  Frost  5192-5196.  5303-5313 

When  he  paupers  have  to  gi>  any  distance  beyond  the  seaport  in  Ireland,  some  money  is 
always  given  them  to  help  them  forward,  the  money  being  repaid  to  witness  by  the 
parishes,  tft  5197.  5210-5214.  5414-5418 There  is  always  a  forecastle  or  barrack- 
room  into  which  the  paupers  can  go  for  shelter  from  the  weather;  examination  hereon,  ib* 

5198.  5291.  5330-5332.  5339-5362.  5448-5456 Witness  generally  sees  lie  paupers 

on  board,  and  looks  lo  t^|e  provisions,  8cc.,  ib.  5199,  5200— Rates  of  passage-money, 

ib.  5204-5206 Character  and  quantity  of  the  provisions  supplied  ;  arrangement  with 

the  captain  so  as  to  prevent  any  want  on  this  score,  ib.  5207-5209.  5484-5488. 

Witness  has  an  agent  at  Cork  who  receives  the  paupers  on  arrival,  and  gives  them 
money  to  forward  them  to  their  destinations ;  respectability  oF  this  person.  Frost  5215- 

5238.  5392,  6393 ^Evidence  in  support  of  the  statement  that  money  is  constantly 

given  to  the  paupers  after  arrival  at  the  Irish  port ;  checks  hereon  upon  witness's  agent 
at  Cork ;  inaccuracy  of  certain  statements  about  money  not  being^given,  ib.  5223-5225. 

5234-5246.  6364-5393*  5469-5483-  5489-6498.  5606-5509 -There  is  no  foundation 

ibr  statements  that  people  have  been  plaeed  ou  board  without  food  or  proper  clothing,  and 

have  landed  in  so  destitute  a  state  that  their  lives  have  been  in  danger,  ib.  5226-5233 

The  Surrey  poor  are  sent  by  rail,  vid  Bristol,  during  the  winter  months,  but  the  Middlesex 
poor  are  always  sent  by  long  sea,  ib.  5247-5252. 

Certificate  required  by  witness  in  the  case  of  those  who  are  not  in  good  health,  without 
which  certificate  he  would  not  send  them  ;  extra  comforts  and  accommodation  provided  for 

these  cases,  Frost  5253-5257.  5394-5409 ^There  is  not  a  more  humane  man  living 

than  witness's  agent  at  Cork,  ib.  5270 The  removals  are  carried  out  without  reference 

to  the  weather ;  length  of  the  passage  to  Cork,  Dublin  or  limeiick  adverted  to  hereon, 

ib.  5315-5329.    5333-5338 Frequent  supply  of  clothing  by  witness,  the   parishes 

repaying  the  cost;  none  are  sent  insntficiently  clad,  ib.  5419-5439 The  paupers  are  in 

fact  humanely  treated  whilst  under  witness's  charge,  ib,  5438, 5439. 

Inaccuracy  of  any  statement,  that  on  atTival  at  Cork  there  is  no  one  to  look  after 

them;  witness's  agent   is  on  the  spot  to  receive  them.  Frost  6457-5467 When 
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6.  Siatemtmt  wf  Mr.  Firmi  m$  to  tike  cmrn^  out  Hinwwb,  i^*— contimied. 

nmovmlB  are  nmde  to  other  ports  than  Cork,  witneBs  gifies  tbe  people  im  dmrge  te  the 
atevrftrd,  and  also  gifes  moDef  to  the  latter  for  tbem  on  arrifal^  Frost  6468-5473-— —> 
Witness  is  well  known  at  CorK,  and  is  popular  with  the  poor  there ;  he  has  also  received 
tlnnks  from  the  magistrate  of  the  police  court  there  for  his  kindness  in  eanying  o«t 

ieme?als,  f6.  5502-5504.  5515-5520 Witness  has  nerer  received  any  complamt  that 

the  money  promised  in  London  was  not  given  at  Cork,  ib.  5506-5509. 

6*  Strong  Complaints  a$  to  the  Mode  of  Removal  to  Cork,  Belfast^  S^e. ;  great  Suffer^ 
ings  during  the  Passage,  and  after  Arrival ;  Accuracy  of  Mr.  Frosfs  Evidence 
impugned. 

Informal  and  cruel  manner  in  which  removals  to  Belfast  from  England  and  Scotland 
were  frequently  carried  previously  to  1854;  considerable  improvement  since  that  yeai^ 

JM'Gtfe  4237,  4238.   4549-4252.   4303-4306 Witness  adduces  several  instances  in 

illustration  of  the  exceeding  h2>rd>hip  and  cruelty  of  the  system  of  removal  of  Irish  poor; 
xelief  given  in  these  cases  by  witness  at  Belfast,  M^ Bride  4448-4450.  4461-4463.  4468^ 

4469.  4487-4494.  4500 Instance  of  the  sufferings  of  the  poor  during  tbe  passage^ 

tb.  4469 Inadequency  of  tbe  accommodation  during  the  passage  from  England  to 

Dublin;  want  of  slielter  from  the  weather,  fdacFarlane  4587.  4690-4698.  4712-4718. 
4742-4744— Exceeding  hardship  in  the  actual  practice  of  removal,  on  account  of  the 
sufferings  during  the  sea  passage  and  the  destitution  and  privation  after  landing.  Power 
4837-4844.  4937-4947- 

Extremely  wretched  condition  of  some  paupers  removed  from  London  to  Cork,  whom 
witness  saw  about  two  years  since  on  the  quay  at  Cork  after  they  had  landed  from  the 
London  steamer:  thev  were  miserably  clad,  were  seemingly  half  starved,  and  there  was 

jam  one  to  take  care  of  them,  Sheehan  5901  et  seq. Witness  has  frequently  seen  people 

in  a  very  destitute  state  on  arrival  at  Cork  after  removal  from  England,  i£.  5936-5041. 
5969- 

Inaccuracy  of  any  statement,  that  oo  arrival  at  Cork  the  paupers  have  always  been 
received  on  landing  by  a  man  named  Higgins,  an  agent  of  Mr.  Frost,  Macmanus  5979- 

5989.  6030,   6031.  6111-6114 Frequent  instances   of  witness  having  taken   these 

people  to  the  Bridewell  for  temporary  protection,  tJ,  6990-5996 Insufficiency  of  the 

provisions  allowed  to  each  person  dunng  the  voyage  to  Coik,  t6. 6039-6047 Frequent 

instances  of  the  paupers  having  been  brought  in  a  destitute  state  i>efore  the  magistrates 
after  they  had  been  taken  10  Higgins'  house,  ib.  6064-6070.  6083-6085.  6115-6130. 

Greatly  improved  treatment  of  the  paupers  on  arrival  at  Cork  during  the  last  12 
months,  that  is,  since  a  person  of  the  name  of  Fitzgerald  has  acted  as  agent,  in  lieu  of 
Higgins ;  the  former,  who  is  a  very  re$tpectable  man,  generally  meets  the  paupers  on 
arrival,  and  gives  them  whatever  he  receives  for  thetn,  Macmanus 60 jfi,  6087.  6154-6159 
<— Non-refusal  by  Higgins  to  receive  the  paupers  in  his  house  when  conducted  thither 

by  witness,  ib.  6111-6120 Non-provision  of  any  accommodation  or  shelter  during  the 

passage,  ib.  6180-6182. 

There  have  been  general  complaints  by  those  removed  from  London  to  Cork  in  regard 

to  their  suSrings  during  the  passage  blctos^,  O'Shaughnessg  6228 The  complaints 

Iiave  been  less  frequent  during  the  last  year  or 'so,  owing  probably  to  a  different  agent 

Iiaving  been  appointed   at  Cork  by  Mr.  Frost,  ib. Explanation  as   to  witness,  on 

receiving  the  order  to  attend  the  Committee,  having  had  the  declarations  taken  of  some 
seven  or  eight  of  the  removed  paupers  in  the  Cork  Union,  in  order  to  illusirate  the  hard- 
ships of  the  practice  of  removal,  ib.  6229-6231.   6278-6289 Witness  reads  these 

statements ;  evidence  therein  of  the  exceeding  harshness  of  the  law  of  removal,  and  of 
the  extreme  suffering  during  the  passage  from  England  to  Cork,  ib.  6232-6239. 

Reference  to  a  statement  by  the  three  returning  officers  for  the  city  of  Cork,  showing 
tiiat  the  mode  of  carrying  out  removals  to  Cork  is  attended  with  great  suffering  and  priva- 

tioB,  (/SkaughMessy  6^40^6^51 Inaccuracy  of  the  evidence  <?  Mr.  Frost  as  to  a  saF> 

ficient  sum  being  always  given  to  the  poor  after  their  anival  at  Cork  to  enable  them  to 

reach  their  ultimate  destination,  t6.  6252-6258.  6311.  6448,  6449 Communication  of 

witness  hereon  with  Mr.  Fitzgerald,  Mr,  Frost*s  agent,  showin;<  that  frequently  money  is 
not  provided  at  all,  and  that  when  it  is  provided,  tne  sum  is  generally  very  inadequate  for 
the  purpose  required,  ib.  6252-6258.  6448, 6449. 

Explanation  relative  10  the  accomflaiidat»on  for  the  paupers  on  board  the  London 
steamers ;  inadrauate  shelter  from  the  weather,  O'Shanghnetsg  6265-6272.  6325-6346. 

6439-6441 It  is  not  tbe  pfacdoe  to  provide  comforU  for  the  sick,  ib.  6273-6276 

Mr.  Fitzgerald  generally  receives  tfaens  on  arrivaU  t6.  6290.  6298 Means  for  the  people 

to  reach  their  destinations  by  walking  firom  one  union  to  another,  and  getting  relief  ai 

each,  ib.  6312-6324 Doubt  as  to  berths  being  provided  in  the  case  of  sick  paupers,, 

ib.  6347-6349 Neglect  rather  than  inhumanity  in  the  treatment  or  accommodation 

daring  the  passage,  ib.  6350. 
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Irish  Poor — continued. 

6.  Strong  ComplainU  ugtothe  mode  of  Remaoalf  ^c— pCODtinuecL 

Suggested  impro? eoic^nt  oo  the  score  oF  provisions ;  unsuitableoess  and  insuiBcienoy  of 
tlie  food  nowfNroTided,  O' Shauginessj^  6360-6354*  6395,6396. 6444-6430^— Reliance  to 
be  placed  upon  tbe  statements  laid  before  the  Committee  from  some  of  the  removed 

paopa^  in  the  Cork  Union^  ib.  6355-6368 Grounds  for  concluding  that  Mr.  Frost  is 

maccurate  in  stating  ihat  money  is  given  to  the  stewards  of  the  vessels  for  the  removed 

Joor^tfr.  6421-6423.  6442-6446- Grounds  for  disbelieving  that  clothing  is  provided  by 
Ir.  Frost  for  iU-clad  paupers  »*•  6431,  6432 — —The  captains  of  the  steamers  do  not 

now  take  charge  of  the  money  for  the  poor,  ib.  6447 ^'^y  n^Q^y  provided  goes  solely 

through  Mr.  l^tzgerald's  hands>  ib.  6448^  6449. 

All  paupers  removed  from  England  to  Cork,  SBd  taken  on  arrival  to  the  City  Bride- 
well, come  subsequently  before  the  magistrates,  Humphreys  6454-6456 Sympathy 

excited  among  the  Cork  magistrates  by  the  ca»es  of  removal  which  come  before  them^ 
many  of  those  removed  having  been  long  resident  in  England  ;  case  in  iirustration,  ib. 
6460,  6461.  6516-6547 SuflTeriDg  consequent  upon  the  absence  of  )>rovision  for  send- 
ing the  paupers  from  Cork  to  their  union  in  the  interior^  t&.  6462-6464 Unprotected 

state  of  those  taken  by  (he  constables  to  the  Cork  Bridewell ;  they  are  taken  there  in 
the  first  instance  because  there  is  no  one  present  to  receive  them  on  arrival^  or  to  take 
them  to  the  workhouse,  tft.  6465-6471.  6487-6503. 

Inquiry  made  by  the  magistrates  into  several  cases  involving  hardship  and  neglect  not 

only  during  removaJ,  but  after  arrival  at  Cork,  Humphreys  6472.  6504-6506 Reference 

to  a  declaration  by  the  Cork  magistrates  as  to  the  exceeding  hardship  and  suffering  under 

the  practice  of  removal,  ib.  6482-6486 Explanation  as  10  a  complaint  by  the  magis- 

trates^  that  after  the  sufferings  of  the  passage,  the  paupers  are  constantly  landed  on  the 
quays  in  an  extremely  destitute  state,  and  that  there  is  no  one  there  to  take  care  of  them, 

so  that  they  are  sent  to  the  Bridewell,  ib.  6485-6503 Reference  to  statements  by  the 

turnkeys  at  the  Bridewell,  and  by  the  governor,  to  the  effect  that  the  paupers  received 
therein  have  sufieved  mnch  daring  their  removal,  and  are  all  in  a  greatar  or  less  state  of 
destitution,  ib.  6548. 

7.  Improper  Character  of  the  Agents  for  conducting  Hemovak  from  London  to 

Cork: 

Circumstances  under  which,  upon  two  occasions,  witness  has  seen  Mr.  Frost  under  the 

influence  of  drink,  Macmanus   5997-6007.  6088-6110.   6176-6179 Reprehensible 

conduct,  upon  several  occasions,  of  a  man  of  the  name  of  Phillipps,  who  has  sometimes 

ffone  with  the  paupers  from  London,  ib.  6008-6038.  6131-6148.  6193-6201 Reasons 

for  concluding  that  the  man  Higgins  has  not  always  supplied  the  paupers  with  the  means 
for  reaching  their  ultimate  destination,  ib.  6063-6070.  6167-6175. 

Improper  treatment  of  tbe  paupers  at  the  hands  of  Higgins  further  adverted  to  with 

reference  to  his  dissipated  character,  Macmanus  6079-6086.  6170-6175.  6i83r6i9a 

Constant  indulgence  of  Higgins  in  drink,  ib.  6186,  6187 Illustration  of  the  want  of 

care  on  the  part  of  Phillipps,  ib.  6193-6201 ^Witness  has  not  the   slightest  interest, 

one  way  or  the  other,  as  regards  the  conduct  of  Mr.  Frost's  agents,  ib.  6211-6317 

Statement  showing  the  otter  unfitness  of  the  man»  Phillipps,  for  the  care  of  the  panpers 
during  t|ie  passage  firom  London,  Humphreys  64736480* 

8.  Expediency  of  those  removed  being  sent  direct  to  the  Place  of  Birth,  or  of  Indusr 

trUms  Resideftce : 

Evil  in  Irish  poor  being  removed  only  to  the  seaports  in  Ireland  ;  advantage  if  they 
could  be  sent  direct  to  the  union,  Hedley  2844-2856.  2964-2970 Provision  in  the  Eng- 
lish law  whereby  (he  pauper  may,  by  his  consent,  be  removed  to  any  port  in  Ireland ;  this 

should  be  done  away  with,  M'Uee42^8.  4254-4255 ^The  removals  should  be  laade  to 

the  birth-place  of  the  pauper,  or  bis  last  industrial  residence,  and  at  the  cost  of  the 

removing  parish,  ib.  4248 AdvaxUage  if  removed  poor  were  in  all  cases  sent  by  the 

English  parish  to  their  prop»  union  in  Ireland;  laoent  adoption  of  tbia  practice  in  Scot- 
land, MacFarleme  4594.  4615-4621.  4624-4628. 

Further  statement  that  the  parish  remaving  the  pauper  should  send  him  to  the  union  in 
Irebnd  where  he  has  sworn  he  was  born,  Afoc/WoiM  4689,  4690.  4804*4810.  4813, 

4814 Advantage  if  tbe  paririi  remofing  the  pauper  took  eiiarge  of  him  not  merely  to 

the  seaport,  but  to  the  parish  where  he  was  bom.  Power  4850*4858.  4946-4948.  4979-* 

4981 Approval  of  the  provisions  of  Mr.  Baines's  Bill  of  1856,  relative  to  forwarding 

Irish  poor  to  their  proper  parishes,  ib.  4949-4951 Stroi^  feeling  at  C^tk  in  regard 

to  the  paupers  not  being  removed  to  their  ultimate  destination  ;  misapprehension  at  Cork 
aj|  to  the  state  of  the  law  on  this  point,  O^Shauyhnessy  6298-6311. 

Expediency  of  Irish  poor  being  removed  direct  to  their  proper  parish  in  Ireland;  alight 

increase  of  expense  thereby,  £!ilciMirl  7049-7056.  7075-7081 The  removal  to  Ireland 

should  be  to  tbe  parish  where  there  was  a  certain  continuous  reaiiteace^  ib.,  7^759  7^76 
•—Calculation  snowing  that  the  extra  expense  to  the  English  parish  of  removing  Irish 
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Irish  Pooh— continaed. 

8.  Expediency  of  those  removed^  Ifc. — continued 

poor  to  their  proper  parishes  would  be  very  slight,  Estcourt  7128-7136-- — Unfairness  and 
nardship  in  tne  paupers  not  being  sent  farther  than  the  seapOTts,  and  in  prop^  provision 
not  being  made  for  them,  ib.  7129.  7135-7146. 

Doubt  as  to  the  necessity  of  sending  Irish  poor  direct  to  dieir  own  parishes,  Lord 
Redesdale  7257-7262. 

d.  Suggested  Contract  between  the  ParUhee  and  Shipawnere  far  carrying  out 
Memovab: 

Improvement  if  the  parishes  contracted  directly  with  the  shipowners  for  an  improved 
or  covered  accommodation,  O' Shaughnesty  6350.  6394,6395.  6447. 

10.  Suggested  Non-removal  after  a  certain  Period  of  Absence  from  IreUmd  and 

Labour  in  England: 
Recommendation  that  the  Irish  be  not  removed  after  from  seven  to  ten  years'  absence 
from  Ireland,  and  that  they  be  chargeable  wherever  they  have  resided  five  years,  Blake 

2337-2345 ^The    Irish  labouring   poor  should  not  be   removed  from  Scotland  or 

England  after  they  have  laboured  there  for  a  few  years,  M^ Bride  4491  •  4516,  4517. 

11.  Suggested  Transmission  to  the  Parish  in  Ireland  of  Notice  ofRemovalj  and  of 

Copy  of  the  Depositions : 

Importance  of  a  proper  copy  of  the  depositions  being  forwarded  10  the  union  to  which 

the  pauper  is  to  be  removed,  MacFarlane  4675-4677.    4687-4689 Importance  of 

notice  of  the  intended  removal  being  sent  to  the  parish  in  Ireland,  MacFarlane  4689, 

4690 ;  Estcourt  7082 Great  improvement  if  a  notice  of  removal  and  a  copy  of  the 

depositions  were  forwarded  to  the  parish  chargeable  in  Ireland,  the  removal  to  be  carried 
out  if  not  objected  to  within  a  certain  time,  O  Shaughnessy  6397,  6398.  6403-6415. 

12.  Question  as  to  an  undue  Influx  of  Irish  Poor  to  England  in  the  event  of 

Irremovability  : 

Increased  influx  of  Irish  if  a  period  of  residence  were  not  necessary  as  a  condition  of 

irremovability,  Blahe  2321-2326 Witness  does  not  apprehend  any  large  influx  of  Irish 

to  Leeds  if  removals  were  abolished ;  adequacy  of  the  workhouse  test  in  preventing  undue 

chargeability,  Moore  2597-2602.  2612-2015.  '2647-2657 Doubt  as  to  the  Irremovable 

Act  having  had  any  effect  in  Ireland  in  inducing  the  labouring  class  to  come  to  England, 

Power  4823-4829 There  need  be  no  apprehension  of  an  undue  influx  of  Irish  to  this 

country  in  the  event  of  the  total  abolition  of  the  law  of  settlement  and  removal ;  great 
improvement  in  Ireland  of  late  years,  and  great  diminution  of  pauperism  there,  adverted 

to  nereon,  ib.  4867-4871.  4907-4936 Question  of  abolishing  Irish  removals  adverted 

to ;  instances  of  Irish  poor  being  sent  to  England  for  the  sake  of  relief,  adverted  to  hereon, 
Lord  Redesdale  7263-7268. 

13.  Conclusions  of  the  Committee;  Amendments  sugge^d : 

Mitigation  of  the  evils  complained  of  in  regard  to  the  removal  of  Irish  poor  by 
limiting  the  period,  and  extending  the  area  of  residence.  Rep.  p.  iii—  Recommendation 
by  the  Committee  that  no  warrant  for  removal  to  Ireland  be  issued  without  inquiry  into 

the  state  of  health  of  the  parties  sought  to  be  removed,  ib. Recommendation  that 

during  the  winter  monihs  no  woman  or  child  shall  be  sent  across  the  channel  as  a  deck 

passenger,  ib.  iv Also,  that  in  all  cases  of  removal  of  Irish  paupers,  the  removing 

parish  shall  be  bound  to  defray  the  cost  of  the  removal  of  any  person  ordered  to  l^ 
removed,  to  the  place  in  Ireland  which,  upon  evidence  before  the  justices,  shall  appear 

to  be  the  place  of  birth  or  residence  of  such  person,  ib. Also,  that  a  copy  of  the 

warrant  and  the  depositions  shall  be  sent,  if  required,  to  the  Board  of  Guardians  in 
Ireland  of  the  union  to  which  the  renu>val  is  to  be  made,  ib. 

See  also  Agents  (Irish  Removals).  Appeals  {Irish  Removak).  Belfast. 

Birmingham.  Carter,  Mary.  Casey  Family.  Cork.  Desertion  by 

Husbands.  Dillon,  Bridget.  Dublin.  Dudley,   Mary.  Glasgow. 

Heamey,   Elizabeth.  Hill,    Charlotte.  Illegal  Removals.  Kay,  Jane. 

Kinne,  Catherine.  Leeds.  Lincoln  Union.  Louih  Union.  Madden,  EUen. 
Number  of  Removals.  Phair,  Catherine.  St.  Saviours  (Southwark).  Scotland. 
Settlement.  Shackell,  Margaret  Sullivan,  Mary.  Sunderland   Union. 

Three   Yeari  Residence.  Twist,  Ann.  Warrants  or   Orders  of  RemovaL 

West  London  Union.         Workhouse  Test. 

Irremovability.     Beneficial  operation  of  the  laws  of  irremovabllity^as  well  as  the  conditional 

power  of  removal,  Lambert  288-297 Consideratitms  as  to  the  expediency  of  irremova- 

oility  being  retained  in  any  parish  where  it  has  been  once  acquired,  or  of  settlement  being 
thus  acquired,  notwithstanding  chargeability  subsequently  in  another  parish,  ift.  335-342. 
456-472.  533-550    ' — Objects  originally  of  the  power  of  acquiring  irremovability,  16.560- 

567- 
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Irremovability — continued. 

Evidence  in  favour  of  an  entire  abolition  of  the  law  of  settlement  and  removal,  and  of 
a  right  to  relief,  wherever  destitution  arises;  objections  to  this  proposiiion  considered, 

Page  861-864.  919.  927.  967-969.  1033.  1043, 1044;  Corder  1 140  et  stq, Great  boon 

conferred  by  t*ie  Irremovable  Act  upon  the  poor,  Corder  1062.  1126^ Suggestion  that, 

inasmuch  as  the  public  are  not  prepared  for  an  immediate  abolition  of  the  law  of  st^tt  ement 
and  removal,  the  facilities  for  acquiring  irremovability  be  gradually  increased,  ib.  1211- 
1214. 

^Advantage  of  irremovability  to  the  poor,  Maples  1709 Witness  considers  that  the 

Irremovable  Act  is  not  attended  with  advantage   10  the  parishes  but  that  it  is   attended 

with    some  slijiht  advantage  to  the  poor,   Chamberlain  1881,  1882 VVitness  would 

abolish  settlement  altogether  and  have  a  imion  rating,  so  that  the  hardship  of  removal 

might  be  avoided,   WVtgA^  3190-3209.  3221.  3227;  Flint  3414-3417 Approval  of 

the  proposal  that  when  irremovability  has  once  been  gained,  it  should  not  be  lost  until  it 

has  been  again  a<*quired.  Power  4975-4978.  4983 Although  ihe  Irremovable  Act  has 

caused  an  increased  charge  upon  the  common  fund  of  the  Taunton  union,  it  has  worked 
beneficially  to  the  poor,  King  5635,  5636. 

Object  of  the  first  Irremovable  Act  to  give  some  relief  to  the  country  parishes  in  regard 
to  the  support  of  the  emigrant  poor,  whose  labour  had  been  chiefly   «>:iven  to  the  towns, 

Ktiigkt  6680-6682.  6712 Opinion  that  the  poor  should  be  chare:eable,.and  should  be 

relieved  wherever  ihey  are  found  destitute,  Potter  6949-6953 Improvement  through 

the  Irremovable  Act  of  1845,  upon  the    then  existing  system;  the  Act  was  not  however 

intended  to  be  a  final  arrangement,  JBk^^nif^  7019,  7020 Suggested  repeal  of  the 

Irremovable  Act,  and  suggested  passing  of  a  General  Act,  ib>  7021,  7022. 

Resolution  of  the  Con^mittee  that  the  operation  of  the  Act  9  &  10  Vict.  c.  66  is  bene- 
ficial to  the  poor  in  mitigating  the  hardships  necessarily  incidental  to  any  law  of  removal^ 
Rep.  p.  ii'u 

See  also  Circulation  of  Labour.        Five  Years*  Residence.         Irish  Poor.       Removal, 
Law  of.        Settlement  Three  Years*  Residence.       Union  Rating.        Vagrancy. 

Workhouse  Test. 

J. 

Jones,  Richard.  (Analysis  of  his  Evidence.)— Chairman  of  the  Holyhead  Union,  1519- 
1522 Evidence  as  to  the  great  hardship  of  lo>8  of  irremovability  by  break  of  resi- 
dence in  the  same  union,  and  as  to  the  expediency  of  extending  the  area  of  residence  from 

the  parish  to  the  union,  1523-1532.  1554,   1555.  1570-1586.  1589.  1602  et  seq, . 

Approval  on  the  whole  of  irremovability  being  acquired  by  three  years'  residence  in  the 
union,  as  being  of  some  advantage  to  the  industrious  poor,  1533-1542.  1572,  1573. 
1598-1601. 

Inequality  of  the  system  of  averages  upon  which  the  common  fund  is  based,  1543 

^The  common  fund  should  be  levied  according  to  the  rateable  value  of  the  union^ 

properly  ascertained,  1543.  1556-1558 Feeling  of  the   Holyhead  guardians  as  to  the 

grievance  consequent  upon  the  expense  of  removals  ;  objection   by  them  to  the  power  of 

removal,   1543-1547.  15^5,  1566 Comparatively  few   Irish  at  Holyhead;  it  is  not 

found  necessaiy  to  remove  them,  1548-1553.  1587,  1588. 

Hardship  to  the  parish  in  which  a  man  acquires  irremovability  as  having  to  prove  that 
he  has  a  settlement  elsewhere,  hefore  relief  can  be  allowed  out  of  the  common  fund,  1554, 

1555.    1561 Instance  in  Holyhead  Union  of  a  person  having  been  induced  to  remove 

firom  one  parish,  where  he  had  gained  a  nnion  residence,  to  another  parish  upon  which 

he  became  chargeable,  1555'  1615-1625 Expediency  of  the  union  being  the  area  of 

chargeability  rather  than  the  parish,  1561-1564.  1570. 

Limited  number  of  removals  from  Holyhead  Union,  '565-1569 Effect  upon  certain 

parishes  in  Holyhead  Union  of  making  the  union  the  area  of  rating,  1590-1597  — 
Great  hardship  in  labourers  being  induced  to  go  from  one  parish  to  another  so  as  to 
break  their  residence  or  irremovability ;  instances  of  their  being  so  induced   by  farmers 

and  parish  officers,  1602-1625 Further  statement  in  support  of  an  amendment  of  the 

system  of  chargeability,  or  contribution  to  the  common  fund,  1625,  1626. 

Kay  J  Jane.     Particulars  in  connexion  with  the  removal  of  a  woman  named  Jane  Kay  from 
the  Bolton  Union  to  Dublin ;  hardship  and  illegality  in  this  case ;  reason  why  the  removal 

has  not  been  appealed  against,  JUacFartane  4542-4592 Case  of  Jane  Kay  further 

adverted  to,  with  reference  to  the  depositions  taken,  ib.  4678-4686. 

Explanatory  statement    relative    to    the  case   of  Jane    Kay,   who    was    removed 

from  Bolton  to  Dublin  in  March  last,  to  the  effect  that  her  depositions  in  Dublin  are 
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Kay,  Jane — cominued. 

completely  at  variance  with  her  depositions  at  Bolton,  Oiffen  6066-6<>7* WUb  regard 

to  an  aiie<;ation  bv  the  woman  Kay  relative  to  her  sofferings  dAirin<;  the  passage,  on 
account  of  want  of  shelter,  witness  has  no  iaformation  oo  this  point,  ib.  5079*5O76b 

JSmg,  Richard  King  Meade.    (Analysis  of  his  Evidence.) — Chairman  of  the  Tannion  Union, 

6563>  5664 ^^^  ^^^  seven  ur^gbt  years  chairouua  of  ibe  Brideewa^r  Uuion^    66^f 

566^--^ — The  Taunton   Union  comprises  38  parishes,  only  twoofuhich   are  of  a  town 

cbarac  er  ;  area  and  population  of  the  union,  5558-5563 Particulars  relafive  to  the 

cost  of  the  irremovable  poor,  and  of  the  Sf>ttled  potir  in  the  union  in  different  years; 
decrease  in  the  latter  and  increase  in  the  farmer,  6664-5570. 

Increased  cost  of  the  irremovable  poor  of  the  Taunton  Union  attributed  to  the  tendency 
on  the  part  of  guardians  to  place  charges  on  the  common  fund  instead  of  on  th«r  own 
parishes,  557V-5574*  5609-56516 Lax  administration  of  the  law  in  eonseqaeoce  of  the 

? aeration   of  the   common  fund,  5575,  5576»  5609-56*26— Full  enip&oymeiit  in  the 
aanton  district,  5577,  5578 Few,  if  any,  irremovable  Irish,  5579^5581— ^Effect  of 

a  three  years'  residence  to  inciease  ,  though  not  considerably,  the  charge^i  on  the  common 
fund,  5582,  5583.  56«7-6629-  6637-6640-  6651- 

Evidence  in  disapproval  of  the  common  fund  charges  bein^  levied  upon  the  ratedble 
value  of  the*  several  parishes,  m^tt  ad  of  upon  the  averages  as  at  present ;  witness's 
opinion  here  n  is  mainly  based  upon   his  experience  m  tiie  Taunton  and  Bridgewater 

Uinons,  55H4-5608.  5653  et  seq. Causes  of  the  decrease  of  settled  poor  in  launton 

Union,   5609 The    increase  of  the  irremovable  poor  is  noi  rapid,  5630-5634—— 

Although  the  Irremovable  Act  has  caused  an  increased  charge  upon  the  common  fmnd 
it  has  worked  beneficially  to  the  poor,  5635,  56316. 

Approval  on  the  whole  of  the  adoption  of  a  ibrse  years'  residence,  as  likely  further  to 

benefit  the  poor,   5637-5643.    5651,    5652 Three  years'    lesidence  should   gain  a 

parochial  settlement  rather  than  a  union  seitlem^nt,  5644.  5653-5655 The  increased 

cost  of  tlie  irremovable  poor  of  Taunton  Union,  may  to  some  exieut  be  o  wing  to  the 

*  increased  number,  as  well  as  to  laxity  of  administration,  5645-5650. 

Question  as  to  the  fairness  of  the  system  of  averages  in  the  case  of  close  parishes,  or 

parishes  whose  labouring  poor  reside  m  adjoining  parishes,  5656-5683 Operation  of 

tlie  common  fund  in  Orchard  Portman  parish,  which  is  the  only  close  parish  m  Taunton 

Union,  5667-5674 Particulars  relative  to  the  number  and  cost  of  lunatics   in   the 

Taunton  Union ;  objection  10  their  maintenance  falling  upon  the  common  fund,  5684-' 
5708. 

Statement  relative  to  the  inequalities  of  the  poor-rate  valuation  in  Somersetshire  some 
years  ago ;  satisfactory  re-valuatiim  made  for  the  county  without  an  actual  survey^  5709- 
5724.  5746-5'»48 Too  low  amount  taken  lor  assessment  to  ihe  poor-rate  in  the  Taun- 
ton and  other  unions;  amendment  desirable  hereon,  5710.  57^6-5742 Decided  objec* 

tion  to  union  rating  instead  of  parochial  rating  in  the  Taunton  Union,  5725-5727 

Reference  10  the  views  of  Sir  George  Nicholls,  seveial  years  since,  upon  the  subject  of 
parochial  chargeability  and  union  rating,  67^^6731« 

Difficulty  at  times  in  the  Taunton  Union  in  deterntining  upon  the  question  of  placing  a 

man  on  the  common  fund    or  of  removing  him,  5749-6752 rcactice  generally   to 

exercise  the  power  of  removal,  5753-6756""  ■  Very  few  appeals  during   late  years   in 

regard  tonmovals  Iroin  Somersetshire,  5756-5761 The  employers  in  witness's  district 

do  noi  take  any  steps  with  a  view  to  prevent  iheir  labourers  from  becoming  chargeable 
upon  their  (the  emuloyeis*)  parishes,  5762,  5763.  5773-5777. 

Sy»te«  of  employment  and  rate  of  wages  in  the  Taunton  district,  5764-576^   ■  ■  - 

•  Piactii-e  of  rrlief  in  the  case  of  membt-rs  of  sick  or  benefit  so^ieties^  577^^77^— ~" 
Freedom  of  circulation  of  labour  under  the  present  law  y  doubt  whether  the  saae  freedom 
would  existm  the  event  ot  the  abolition  of  the  law  of  removal,  6773'5777* 

EMTie,  Catherine.  Statement  by  this  pauper,  now  in  the  Cork  Union,  in  -illustration  of  the 
hardships  of  removal,  O' Shaaghnessy  6232. 

Knight,  Frederick  Winn  (Member  of  the  Committee).  (Analysis  of  his  Evidence.) — Has 
been  twice  Secretary  lu  the  Poor  Lhw  Board  ;  haa  devoted  miuch  attention  to  the  question 

of  poor  removal,  6677-6679 Object  of  the  first  Irremovable  Act   to  give  some  relief 

to  the  country  parishes  in  regard  to  ihe  support  of  the  emigrant  poor,  whose  labour  had 

been  chiefly  given  to  the  towns,  668o-668a.  6712 Statement  relative  to  the  amount 

of  the  riites  paid  by  the  towns  in  1859  ^^  compared  with  1847,  tlie  year  after  the  Irre- 
movable Act  passed ;  how  ihk  iaformaiion  haa  been  obtained ;,  lowes  rates  in  1859 
than  in  1847;  6683-6697. 

Reference  to  some  statistics  procured  by  Mr.  Weale  relative  to  close  paridefr  in  Bed- 
fordshire and  Hnntingdunshire,  as  compared  with  o|)en  parishes,  in  regard  to  the  effect 
of  the  Ii removable  Act;  examination  tliereupon  to  thee&ct  tkat  the  close  parishes  have 
not  bem^fited  at  the  expense  of  the  open  parishes,  6698  et  $e^ Greater  advantage 
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Kniffht,  Frederick  Winn.    (Analysis  of  hk  EviAenoe)—€oidinuecL 

gained  gtoerally  hy  open  parisbes  thaa  I^  close  parishes  in  regard  to  the  increase  in 
ti>e  valve  of  property  since  1847^  aud  the  d^reaae  in  the  aaiount  of  the  raies;  cases  in 
illustration,  6698  et  seq. 

InftirmatioQ  relative  to  the  number  of  inhabited  houses  and  the  population  in  close 
parishes  at  differeot  periods ;  conclusion  that  the  pulling  down  of  cottages  has  been  very 

excepriofial,  6698,  6699.  6726-6731 Statistics  relative  to  the  close  and  open  parishes 

at  Reading,  showing  the  amount  of  decrease  in  each  case  in  the  rates  paid  for  the  relief 
of  the  poor;  practice  of  pulling  down  cottages  in  the  close  parishes  adverted  to  hereon, 
^^Sy  6794— ^-Statement  relative  to  some  cloi^e  parishes  in  Northnmberiand,  showing 
that  ibey  paid  rather  more  for  rehef  ot  poor  in  1859  than  in  1847 ;  6731. 

Reduced  rate  in  the  ptiund  for  the  relief  of  the  poor  in  certain  town  parishes  referred 

to  by  Mr.  Lambert,  6734 Statement   showing  that  since  1847  ^h^^©  h«^  bc^n  a 

considerable   reduction    in  the   amount  of  the  rate   in  the   pound  paid  for  the  poor 

at  N«ittingham ;  varying  rat^s  in  different  parishes  adverted  to  hereon,  6734-6737 

Great  increase  in  the  value  of  property  at  Radford,  and  great  decrease  in  the  raie  per 
pound  under  the  operation  of  the  Irremovable  Act ;  tal)ular  statement  hereon,  6737-^747. 

Argument  that  the  decrease  of  the  rates  per  pound  in  1859,  as  compared  with  1847, 

-   3s  due  in  part  to  the  operation  of  ihe  Irremovable  Act,  6741-6759 Effect  of  an 

increased  population  in  any  place  to  increase  the  value  and  to  decreose  the  rates  per 
pound;  effect,  conjointly  thtrewith,  of  the  Irremovable  Act  in  decreasing:  the  rates, 

6745-6759 Evidence  in  favour  of  a  paroclnai  settlement  being  conferred  by  five 

years'  re-idence ;  statement  hereon  as  to  tlie  inferiority  of  irremovability  to  settlement, 
6760-6768. 

Doubt  as  to  the  operation  of  certain  close  parishes  at  CiieattTfield   being  injurious  to 

the  open  paiishes;    tabular  statement  delivered  in  hereon,  6768-6775 ^Necessary 

adoption  eventually  of  union  rating,  and  of  a  still  more  extended  area  of  rating  if 
increased  chariics  be  thrown  up^^n  the  common  fund,  and  if  the  common  fund  be  based 
upon  the  rateable  value,  6776-6779  —  Reference  to  union  rating  as  a  sure  prelude  to  a 
more  extended  area  of  rating;  great  inequality  at  present  in  the  case  of  different  unions 
adverted  to  hereon,  6777,  6778. 

In  conjunction  with  the  proposal  that  the  irremovable  po^r  who  had  resided  for  five 
years  should  be  parochial  paupers,  witness  suugests  the  adoption  of  the  system  of  a  rate 
in  aid  as  a  means  of  preventing  undue  burden  upon  particular  parishes;  authorities  cUed 
in  support  of  this  proposition,  6780-6787. 

Knight,  Mr^,  M.  P.    Draft  report  proposed  by  Mr.  Knight,  Rep.  p.  x,  xi. 


Labour.     See  Circulation  of  Labour.        Employment. 

Lambert,  John.  (Analysis  of  his  Evidence.) — Is  one  of  ihe  Poor  Law  inspectors ;  has  acted 
for  a  district  comprising  sixty-one  unions  mainly  of  an  agricultural  character,  1-3 Par- 
ticulars relative  to  the  effect  of  the  Irremovable  Act  in  Salisbury;  consequent  increase  of 

the  rates  to  the  extent  of  between  400/.  and  500  /.  a  year,  4-29 Comparative  cost  of 

settled  and  irremovable  poor  for  the  year  ending  Michaelmas  1859,  ^^  York,  Nottingham, 
Chesterfield,  and  Derby ;  habits  of  the  irremovable  poor  adverted  to  herciin,  30  et  seq. 
Conclusion  that  the  greater  number  of  those  remored  have  not  been  resident  for  three 

years,  43-46 Slightly  increased  burden  up«>n  the  towns  if  the  period  of  residence 

were  reduced  from  five  to  three  years,  47 Difficulty  in  large  towns  in  investigating 

claims  to  five  years'  residence ;  improvement  hereon  if  a  period  of  three  years  were 

adopted,  47-56 Complaint  in  some  cases  on  account  of  the  charge  cast  upon  the 

unions  by  the  large  proportion  of  irremovable  poor,  65-67^ 

Doubt  as  to  a  three  years'  residence  haying  an  injurious  effect  in  regard  to  the  poor 
being  induced  to  remove  from  one  parish  to  another  so  as  to  prevent  irremovability^ 

68-79 Circumstance  of  the  irremovable  poor  being  relieved  out  of  the  common  fund 

of  the  union  whilst  the  settled  poor  are  charged  upon  their  own  parish,  80-87 Better 

mvestigotion  in  the  case  of  claims  to  settlement  than  of  claims  to  irremoyability,  88-90. 

Hardship  and  injustice  in  many  cases  in  the  common  fund  being  based  on  the  system 

of  ayerages,  91-103 Illustration  in  tliecase  of  lunatic   paupers  of  the  unfairness  of 

the  preseift  s\stem  of  averages,  102-110— »- Proposition  that  tiie  common  charges  be 
levied  upon  the  rateable  yalue  of  the  property  of  each  parish  in  the  union,  1 1  i-i  14.  403-41 1 

Statement  with  reference  to  some  small  parishes  not  contributing  tft  all  to  the  common 

fund;  nndue  power  of  large  proprietors  adverted  to  hereon,  114-140— —Effect  of  the 
Act  <if  1836  upon  the  amount  of  the  averages  in  some  parishes,  141-143.  187,  i88. 

System  of  private  subscription  or  priyale  rate  in  some  parishes  with  a  view  to  keep 
down  the  aveiage  upon  which  their  payment  to  the  common  fund  is  assessed ;  unjust 

operation  thereof  as  legards  the  other  parishes  in  the  unions,  144  et  eeq. Practice 

pursued  by  witness  in  Uiking  the  averages,  172— Instance^  of  relievinsf  the  poor  out 
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Lambert^  John.    (Analysis  of  his  Evidence) — eontinweJU 

of  the  highway  rates,  the  same  being  illegal,  183-185 Feding  on  the  part  of  Boards 

of  Guardians  in  favour  of  the  property  in  each  partab  being  rated  for  the  commoa 
charges^  i8g-20i. 

Satement  in  favour  of  cliargins:  upon  the  common  fund  of  the  union  the  relief  of  the 

lunatics  or  imbecile  poor  of  any  pari>h  in  the  union,  202-237 Respects  in  which  a 

distinction  exists  between  lunatic  paupers  and  paupers  disabled  by  natural  caused  in 

reg lid  to  their  being  charged  on  ihe  common  fund,  211-227 Recognition  by  the 

Lt  gislature,  in  the  case  of  lunatic  asylums,  of  the  propriety  of  extending  the  area  of 
charoealHlityi  237 Evidence  in  favour  of  extending  the  area,  within  which  irremova- 
bility is  acquired,  from  the  parish  to  the  union,  238  tt  ^.——Instance  of  a  person 
haviiii:  been  induced  to  move  from  one  parish  to  another  in  the  same  union,  whereby  she 
lost  the  status  of  irremovability  which  she  had  acquired,  247-261. 

Loss  of  irremovability  if  a  person  having  been  resident  for  five  years  in  any  parish 

remove  to  another  parish  and  r<  quire  relief  there,  262-265.  335,  336 ^The  extension  of 

the  area  of  irrcfmo^abihty  to  the  union  would  some^^hat  increase  the  charge  upon  the 
common  fund,  but  the  fund  should  be  assessed  on  the  rateable  value  of  the  whole  union, 

270-275 Limited  effect  of  the  conditions  necessary  for  requiring  irremovability  upon 

the  free  circulatu»n  of  labour,  276-285.415-438 Probable  effect  of  the  fear  of  remov- 
ability in  inducing  more  industrious  habits  on  the  part  of  the  poor,  286-295. 

Beneficial  operation  of  the  law  of  irremovability  as  well  as  of  the  power  of  removal, 
unless  ceitain  conditions  be  fulfilled,  288-297 5^urther  statement  as  to  the  less  care- 
ful investijiatiou  of  cases  chargeable  on  the  common  fund  than  of  parochial  oases,  298* 

301.  358-367 Irremovabiliiy  of  a  man's  wife  and  children  if  he  himself  has  acquired 

irremovability,  302 Great  hardship  in  orphan  children  under  five  years  of  age  being 

removable,  although  their  father  had  become  irremovable ;  those  above  five  years  are  not 
removable,  303-31 1. 

Benefit  in  adopting  a  three  years'  residence  further  adverted   to,  312-314 Better 

facilities  in  regard  to  employment  if  the  area  of  residence  be  extended  to  the  union,  315, 

316 Great  reduction  in  the  amount  of  law  charges  or  expenses  incurred  in  litigation; 

serious  expense  on  this  score  previously  to  the  status  of  irremovability  having  been  ob- 
tained, 317-334 Considerations  us  to  the  expediency  of  irremovability  being  retained 

in  any  parish  vi^here  it  has  been  once  acquired,  or  of  settlement  being  thus  acquired,  not- 
withstanding chargeability  subsequently  in  another  parish,  335-342.  456-472. 

Apprehended  tendency  to  vagrancy  if  the  power  of  removal  be  entirely  abolished;  in- 
jurious effect  of  charities  hereon,  343-357  386-389.  443-448 Doubt  whether  if  there 

were  no  power  of  removal,  and  if  the  charge  were  borne  by  tbecommon  fund,  cases  would  be 
so  carefully  investigated,  358-367. 380-382— Advantage  of  the  workhouse  lesi  as  a  check 
upon  vagrancy  or  improper  applications  for  relief;  practice  in  applying  his  test,  366-380. 

390-395 Probability  of  greater  vigilance  in  guardians  if  the  common  fund  were  based 

upon  the  rateable  value  ot  the  several  parishes,  382-384. 

Tendency  to  an  increase  of  paupers  accordingly  as  the  cases  are  less  investigated,  385 

Respects  on  which  the  Act  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  no  has  acted  bentficially  in  regard  to 

the  charge  for  iremovable  poor  being  thrown  upon  the  comm-n  fund,  398-402 Feel- 

m^  generally  of  the  guardians  in  witness's  district  that  the  common  fund  should  not  be 

levied  upon  the  pauperism  or  poverty  of  each  parish,  403-407 Question  as  to  reda 

cing  to  a  less  period  than  three  years  the  time  for  acquiring  irremovability ;  witness  sees 
no  objection  to  the  adoption  of  a  two  years'  residence,  413-455. 

Few  able-bodied  paupers  in  witness's  district,  471 Old  age  and  sickness  are  the 

main  causes  which  bring  the  poor  upon  the  rates  in  rural  districts,  471-479— ^Insuffi- 
ciency of  the  wages  of  agricultural  labourers  to  enable  them  to  lay  by  a  subsistence  for 

old  age,  473,  474 Further  statement  with  reference  to  the  propriety  of  distinguishing 

between  lunatic  paupers  and  paupers  disabled  by  natural  causes,  480-488— Means  in 
rural  districts  for  providing  against  chargeability  on  the  score  of  sickness;  probable 
reasons  why  such  provision  is  not  made,  489-492. 

[Second   Examination.] — Hands  in    certain   returns  relative   to  the   Malton  Union 

^gg Also  a  return  relative  to  the  charge  for  pauper  lunatics  in  asylums,  494,  495 

Statement  as  to  the  averages  for  two  parishes   in  the  Thirsk  Union  having  been 

largely  increased  by  the  addition  through  witness  i>f  the  amount  levied  as  private  rates, 

495-504 Averages  for  Bridforth  parish  adverted  to  as  being  assessed  entirely  on  a 

private  rate,  505-510. 

Eficct  in  the  Chesterfield  Union  of  the  proposition  that  the  common  fund  should  be 
assessed  upon  the  rateable  value  of  the  parishes ;  burden  thereby  upon  the  town  of  Ches- 
terfield, 51 1-527- Increased  burden  upon  large  towns  like  Liverpool  if  three  years 

residence  were  to  confer  not  only  irremovaoility  but  a  settlement,  528-531 ^In  the  event 

of  a  settlement  being  acquired  by  three  years'  residence,  the  charge  in  such  cases  should 
fall  upon  the  entire  union,  532, 
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Lambert f  John.    (Analysis  of  hiB  Evidence) — continued. 

Difficulty  in  establisUing  the  question  of  residence  in  the  event  of  settlement  being 
acquired  thereby  and  being  claimed  after  some  years  absence  ;  advantage  in  the  acquisi- 
tion of  settlement  hy  resilience  being  registered  at  the  time,  533-550— -Very  important 

change  by  transferring  the  charge  for  the  lunatic  poor  to  the  common,  fund,  552-559 

ObjecU  originally  of  the  power  of  irrt-movability,  560-567 Freauent  moving  about  of 

the  labouring  population  adverted  to  in  connexion  with  the  tendency  to  union  rating 
under  the  proposed  system  of  basing  the  common  fund  on  the  rateiible  value,  568-580% 

Witness  is  not  in  favour  of  a  union  rate  for  all  purposes,  574 Operation  of  the 

present  system  of  averages  further  adverted  to,  581-584.  59^-594 Bxemption  at  pre- 
sent in  the  case  of  parishes  which  derive  benefit  from  the  labour  of  those  living  in  adjoin- 
ing parishes,  585,  586 Adults  cannot  now  acquire  a  settlement  except  by  renting  a 

tenement  of  lo/.;  587-589. 

Increased  value  wherever  the  working  population  increases,  and  increased  contribution 
thereby  to  the  common  fund  if  assessed  as  proposed,  592-604 Effect  upon  the  rate- 
able  value   of  some  parishes  thrcusch  the  circumstances  of  the  wage&  earned   in   one 

parish  being  expended  in  a  neighbouring   parish,  601 -61  a Occasional  instances  of 

lunatics  being  sent  to  county  asylums  as  paupers,  although  their  friends  may  contribute 
something  towards  their  charge,  613,  61 4. 

Respects  in  which  Irish  labourers  and  their  children  are  placed  at  much  disadvantage 

in  regard  to  acquiring  settlement  or  irremovability  in  England,  615-647 Value  of 

Irish  labour  to   England,  621-628 Abohtion  of  settlement  by  apprenticeship,  635- 

637 Hardship  in  Irish  poor  beiny;  removed  only  to  some  seapiirt  in   Ireland  whilst 

English  poor  are  removed  to  their  own  parish ;  the  difference  arises  from  there  being  no 
settlement  in  Ireland,  648-666. 

Law  Charges.    See  Litigation. 

Leeds.  Material  increase  of  the  burden  for  poor  relief  in  Leeds  on  account  of  the  irremov- 
able Act,  Moore  2348-2358. 2402, 2403 Leeds  is  one  township,  and  comprises  a  popu- 
lation of  101,000,  16. '2351,  2352 Effects  of  certain  charities  at  Leeds  in  attracting 

pour  from  other  parishes,  and  in  increasing  the  charge  on  the  rates,  ih.  2359-2362.  2426- 

2432 Effect  of  the  liberal  relief  given  at  Leeds  in  causing  people  to  struggle  through 

the  five  years*  residence  and  then  to  come  upon  the  rates,  t6.  2363-2376.  2412-2419. 

Praciice  always  at  Leeds  to  carry  out  as  many  removals  as  possible,  Moore  2371-2380. 

2524-2527 Varying  periods  of  residence  before  chargeability  arises,  ib.  2381-2383 

—  The  piirish  officers  haTe  never  induced   any  break  of  residence,  ti.  2384-2386. 

26^^4*2646 Explanation  relative  to  the  mode  of  administration  and  the  character  of 

reheif  at  Leeds;  useful  result  from  the  labour  test  recently  adopted,  ib.  2412-2419.  2462 
9t  seq. 

Particulars  as  to  the  burden  upon  Leeds  in  respect  of  labouring  poor  who  n  side  there 
but  work  in  the  out-townships;  expediency  of  the  neighbouring  parishes  contributing  in 
fair  proportions  to  the  support  of  the  Leeds  poor,  3foor€  2420-2425.  2433-2452.  2603* 
2609 — —Practice  at  Leeds  in  investigating  applications  f(»r  relief ;  nupervision  exercised 

by  the  guardians,  ib.  2462-2482 Amount  of  relief  to  irremovable  Irish  poor,  ib  2528- 

2534 Extent  to  which  the  removal  of  Irish  poor  is  carried  ;  indisposition  to  remove 

old  residents,  ib.  2533-2549.  2585-2591— —Practice  at  Leeds  in  cariying  out  Irish 
removals ;  amounts  given  in  money  and  provisions  when  the  paupers  are  placed  on  board 

the  vessels  at  Liverpool,  ib.  2550-2563.  2616-2643 Exceedingly  few  removals  from 

Leeds  to  Scotland,  ib.  269H-2700 Decrease  in  the  poor  rate  at  Leeds  as  compared 

with  the  rate  twenty  or  thirty  years  ago;  propriety  nevertheless  of  the  adjoining  town- 
ships paying  towards  the  charge^  ib.  2705-2715. 

Less  amount  paid  by  the  open  parishes  in  Leeds  in  1859  ^^^^  ^^  iS47>  Knight  6719, 

6720.  6724 Larger  amount  paid  by  the  close  parishes  near  Leeds  m  1859  than  in 

1847,  ib.  6719.  6724. 

Total  rateable  value  of  the  property  assessed  to  the  relief  of  the  poor,  App.  v.  456— 
—Particulars  relative  to  the  number  of  Irish  removals  during  the  year  ended  Lady-day 
i860,  the  port  to  which  sent,  the  money  given  in  each  case,  kc.  kc.  ib. 

Statement  showing  an  increase  of  rates  in  certain  close  parishes  near  Leeds,  App. p. 
476- 

See  also  Benefit  Societies. 

Leicester  Union.    Leicester  union  comprises  eight  town  parishes.  Chamberlain  1883.  1888, 

1889 U»^ference  to  a  table  showing  the  average  amounts  raised  for  poor  rates  in  the 

five  years  previous  to  the  Irremovable  Act,  and  in  the  five  subsequent  years  ;  explanation 
hereon  as  to  the  cost  in  different  years  of  the  irremovable  poor,  ib.  1884-1910 State- 
ment as  to  the  practice  of  the  Leicester  board  of  guardians  in  regard  to  removals  previously 
to  and  since  the  Irremovable  Act  $  reasons  for  the  power  of  removal  not  having  been 

much  resorted  to,  ib*  1911  et  seq. Arrani>ement  with  other  parishes  for  the  support 

by  them  of  their  poor  chargeable  at  Leicester,  ib.  I9i2-*1914.  1966-1975, 
0.95.  3^3  Particulari 
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Leicester  Union — continued. 

PMFticularfi  ae  to  tbe  eovrse  ptirsued  m  grantm^  relief  diirinf;  the  pi^anire  of  1847-48, 
Mid  during  the  pi«r«MTe  of  1858 ;  cost  of  OQt^oor  and  in-ioor  relief  on  each  occision  ; 
effectual  appKf^tioii  of  die  wei^l»o«ne  teet  daring  the  preerare  of  1858,  Chamberlain 

ifpj^seq. Inequality  iLt  I.iefc<^ter  under  the  ayaten  of  ba»ing  the  commoffi  fiiiids 

lipom  the  averages ;  the  poi^rar  the  pariah  the  larger  the  burden,  ib.  t977*i990— — 

Iiici^aae  of  population  and  of  builrtings,  ib.  1991-19^4.  Q058-to64 Increased  frfae 

of  property  in  difFt-retit  parii^bes^  in  the  poftrer  aa  well  hs  the  richrr  pariabesy  and  propor- 
tion borne  by  different  parishea  towaras  the  relief  of  the  poor,  t&.  1995*2026.  42064— 
207a 

Evidence  aa  to  the  importance  of  an  eqtiahle  Talvation  or  rathig  of  th«  aeiferal  pairiahea, 
and  of  the  coaEioion  fand  beiiiff  levied  upon  the  rateable  Talue ;  general  feeling  of  the 

guardians  in  favour  of  a  rt'rised  valuation.  Chamberlain  2027 -^oogg The  irreaiovable 

poor  are  about  one-tSird  of  the  whole,  the  froportion  not  having  «iiieb  iocfeeaf^,  ib. 
2050-2052 —  Reference  to  a  certain  return  showing  the  ext^^nt  and  oost  of  pauperinai  at 
Leicester  and  for  Ent^land  and  Wtilea  in  different  years;  immense  decrease  in  1859  ^ 
compared  with  1848  in  the  amount  of  pauperism,  ib.  2055-2057. 

The  poor  law  on  the  whole  has  worked  well  at  Leiceater,  Chamberlain  2063—-^ 

Number  of  Irish  in  Leicester;  value  of  their  labour,  ib.  2101-2107.  2139 Praotioe  ia 

the  relief  of  Irish  po<ir;  eood  effect  of  t^^  workhouse  tedt,  tA.  2107-2112.  2121-2138 

Further  reference  to  the  feehng  of  the  board  of  gnardians  in  favour  of  a  general  -uoioD 

rating,  ib.  2140-2144* 

St  itement  showing  the  amount  of  rates  levied  in  the  several  pBrisfaes  of  the  union  donng 
ihe  five  years  prior  tn  the  passing  of  iHe  Act  9  k  10  Vict.  c.  06,  and  the  6ve  years  suc- 
ceeding the  same,  App.  p.  451 Table  showing  the  amount  of  poor  rates  in  the  pound 

in  the  several  parishes  for  the  same  period,  ib,  452 Amount  expended  during  the 

sanie  period  in   relief  to  non-settled  and  non-rcbicient  poor,  ib. Sundry  particulars 

relative  to  the  cost  and  amount  of  pauperism  in  the  union  dvring  each  of  the  j^eaaa 
1848-59,16.453. 

Return  of  the  sums  charged  to  the  several  parishes,  under  the  head  of  common  charges 
and  irremovable  poor,  for  the  years  ending  respectively  at  Lady-day  1848  and  1858, 
aj'portioned  according  to  the  then  existing  averages ;  and  likewise  showing  what  those 
apportionments  would  have  been  had  they  been  made  upon  the  rateable  value  of  the  pro- 
-perty  in  each  parish,  App.  p*  454. 

See  also  Benefit  Sodeties. 

'Unaolm  Union*  Particulars  as  to  the  period  of  residence  in  the  Linooio  Union,  after  which 
removals  are  generally  made ;  the  great  proportion  takes  place  aader  two  years,  Holmiei 

3918-3944 ^There  are  fifteen  town  parishes  in  Lincoln,  irremovability  being  frequently 

lost  by  removing  from  one  parish  to  another,  Uf.  3920^  39^'*  3945-395^^— Approval  of 
the  area  of  residence  being  extended  to  the  union ;  simiUr  apj)roval  on  the  part  of  the 

Borird  of  Gnardians,  ib.  3953-3959.  4000 Unequal  burden  upon  different  parishes  in 

the  union  by  rtason  of  the  mode  of  raising  the  commcn  fund ;  feeling  of  a  majority  of 
the  guardians  in  favour  of  placing  the  charges  upon  the  rateable  value,  which  Hould  be 
much  the  fairer  plan,  ib.  3960-3969. 4030-4045.  4064*4077. 

Non-removal  of  Irish  poor  fitMD  the  ufiion  on  account  ^*  the  expense,  Bokmu  3973^ 

3974*  3983^988 Valtie  of  Irish  labourers  to  the  union ;  then*  willingness  to  wodk,  ib. 

3975-3978 ^Practice  t0'renH>ve  English  poor  and  to  take  advantage  of  breaks  of  resi- 
dence ;  if  they  oome  back  again  they  are  charged  to  their  settlement  parishes,  ft.  3989- 
•   4021 Chtiracter  ol'  the  attendance  of  the  goardiaiH,  and  modenf  iave«ti|^Qg  appli- 
cations for  relief,  ib.  4046-4059 There  are  three  relieving  officers ;  iaaitfficwKy  tbmof, 

ib.  4049-4052.  4060-4062. 

Zitigatum.  Great  reduction  in  tlie  amount  of  law  charges  or  expenses  incurred  hi  litigation ; 
serious  expense  on  this  score  previously  co  the  status  of  irremovability  faavinsc  been 
obtnined,  jLrom&er^  317-334^— -Statement  as  to  the  expense  of  iitigatimi  or  law  charges 
to  Birmingham  parish,  in  connexion  with  orders  of  removal  at  different  periods,  Carder 

1253-1268 Very  few  appeaU  during  late  years  in  regard  to  removals  firom  Someiaet- 

shire,  jSTing  5756-5761 Less  litigation  under  the  pro|K>sed  facilities  for  acquiring  paro- 
chial settlement  than  under  the  former  system  of  hiring  and  service,  Estcourt  7063-7067 

Advantage  in  disputed  cases  as  to  settlement,  &c.  being  referred  to  the  Poor  Law 

Board,  ib.  7104-7112. See  also  Appeals  {Irish  Removals). 

JJverpool.  Examination  as  to  the  probable  effect  upon  the  Liverpool  ratepayers  in  Che  event 
of  the  law  of  removal  being  abolished,  Corcl^  1215-1232.  1243, 1244. 

Lou  of  IrrmmwMBiy.     See  Area  of  Beeidmee.  Break  of  Jk$idaM.  fbfe  Krtu-f' 

Reindence.        JfrremooabiHtj^        Two  Years*  Mesidewea. 

Louth  Union.     The  Lcmth  Unimeompriaes  ninety  parishes,  tweofgr-foar  of  vriHch,iiachKling 

Louth,  »re  in  the  Louth  dtairict,  all  the  parishes  except  Louth  be'ug  of  an  agricultnru 

,  character^ 
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ehftmcter,  W«il»323o-3^34 The  IrreiBcyvablef  Act  operates  veiy  miequaMy  Jind-iHiftrtrly 

upon  the  parish  ef  Locub'y  and  some  vilhitieB  in  the  unk>n,  on  aeeouiit  of  the  cettaueft-for 
the  labi>urmg  poor  whchwork  in  the  sgrieuUural  parishes  imng  sitoated  in  t<ouihy  fcc, 
whereby  the  asricuitural  parishes'  are  al.iiow  entirety  exempt  from  contribution  te^  tbe 
eommon  fund  lor  the  irremovabl?  poor ;  details  hereon  in  support  of  this  cmnplaint^  ib. 
3«35  et  seq. 

Considerable  number  of  Irish  who  reside  in    Louth  and  work  in  the  neip^hbourhood ; 

burden  upon  Louth   when   they  are  cut  of  work,  jP?m^  3243-326I Practice  not  to 

remove  the  Irish,  ift.  3269-3205— Number  respeciiveTy  of  irremovable  and  settled 
poor  ;.  there  are  no  Irish  amon^  the  latter,  ib.  3266-3270—  Statements  relative  to  the 
difficulty  of  procuring  cottage  residences  in  several'  of  the  agricultural  pairslH-s  of  the 

union;  consequent  erection  of  coitages  in  Louth,  ib.  3«7«  et  seq. Almost  equal  cost 

of  the  irremovable  poor  of  the  tnmn  in^each  of  the  years  1856-59,  ib.  33i3*-33i6. 

The  rate  iu  the  pouiMl  in  Loulh  is  now  3&  8  J.,  but  this  includes  other  churgea.  besides 

the  relief  of  the  poor,  Flint  3320-3322 The  rate  for  the  poor  is  about  25.  yd,  in  the 

pound  ;  particulars  of  the  expenditure  in  1855-56,  ii.  3322 IndiflFerent  atieiuiance  at 

the  meetings  of  ihe  Boaid  of  Guardians;  total  number  of  guardians,  ib,  3323-3326   ■ 
F«-elinsi  of  many  of  the  guardians  as  to  the  exptdiency  of  altering  the  present  mode  of 
raisi  g  the  common  fund,  and  of  substituting  a  union   rating;    concurrence  therein,  ift. 

3327-3343.  3360-3369 Importance  of  a  new  valuation  throughout  the  union,  and 

of  tacii  parish  paying  towards  one  eenFral  fond  according  to  their  proper  rating; 
irregularity  of  the  preseilt  assessment,  tb.  3330-3359. 

Improvement  if  the  common  fund  cltarge»  for  ii removable  poor,  &c.,  were  based 
upon  the  rateable  value,  Flint  3373-3376— —Mode  of  distribution  of  employment  by  the 

guardians,  ib.  3377-3382 Old  age  and  sickness  aie  the  chitf  causes  of  chargea'nlity 

m  unions;    there  is  not  much    drunkenness   or   immorality,,  ib.   3383-3389 Good 

condition  generally,  of  the  labourers  resident  on  ihe  farms,  &c.,  ib.  3390-3392 Further 

reference  to  the  non-residence  of  labourers  in  the  agricultural  paiishes  as  tbe  cause  of 
their  low  ratcR.  ib.  3397-3399. 

Stringent  measures  adopted  as  regards  vagrants,  27iw^  3400-3411 The  vagrants 

and  casuai  poor  are  char:ied  upon  the  common  Uind,i6.  3412,3413-^ — Amount  of 'he  rates 
and  value  of  the  property  in  Louth  at  the  present  lime  as  compared  with  former  years  ; 

further  statement  hereon  as  to  the  Poor  Law  Amendment  Act,  16.  3419  et  seq. The 

Irish  at  Louth  are  for  the  most  part  regular  residents  there,  ib.  3445, 3446. 

Statement  relative  to  the  inhabited,  houses,  population,  amount  of  the  rates,  in  five 
close  parishes  of  the  union,  at  difierent  periods ;  absence  of  undue  benefit  under  the 
Irremovable  Act,  Knight  6719. 

See  also  Benefit  Societies* 

Lumbyy  Johnx     (Analysis  of  his  Evidence  )— Relieving  officer  of  Aston  Union,  Birming- 
ham, 3447,  3448.  3451,  3452 Extent  and  population  of  the  union;  it  i**  partly  agri- 

cultu'al  and  partly  inanuiacturing,  3448,  3449  ■  ■  Light  rates  of  the  union  ;  particulars 
hereon  as  to  tlie  cost  of  the  irremovable  and  tiie  seitled  poor,  3450.  3458-3472,  3527- 
3532— — Practice  not  to  remove  Irish  poor  from  Aston,  the  system  of  invesiigation  and 
the  workhouse  test  being  found  effifctual  in  preventing  undue  chargeabilitj,  3463*-3457. 
3473-3479-  3490-3499-  3646-3662. 

Lax  administration  of  relief  in  Birmingham,  and  injurious  effects  thereof,  3474-3479. 

3488.  3511-3613-  3533-  3653-  3556>  365^ B»^lief  a>  to  the  aneqnucy  generally  of  the 

workhouse  test  and  labour  lest,  in  the  event  ol  removals  bein&:  abolished,  3480,34:81. 

3500-3510.  3546-3552 Effect  of  intemperance  in  producing  pauperism,  3482,3483 

Suggested  check  upon  the  licensing  of  beerhoiises,  3482 Improved  and  improving 

habits  aud  condition  of  jfae  Inw^r  classes  at  A>ton,  3484-3487.  3516-3522 Reference 

Ux  a  rsfii/rt  by  Mrc  Weale  a^  to  tbe  management  respectively  at  Aston  and  Birmingham, 
36Wi  3601.  3507;  3563,  3564. 

Where  the  law  is  strictly  applied  ihe  relievini^  officers  can.  undertake  more  extended 
districts ;  number  of  officers  in  Aston  and  in  Birmingham  adverted  to  hereon,  3523-3526 

Proportion  paid  by  Aston  parish,  and  by  the  ngricultural  parishes  in  the  union,  to 
the  Pt'lief  of  the  poop;  ubsence  of  inequality,  under  the  system  of  averages,  3527-3545 

Objection  on  tbe  part  of  Aston  to  be  comprised  iu  the  same  urea  for  rating  as 
Birmingham,  3557.  3575— ^^-Advantage  if  tiie  Birmingham  Act  were  repealed,  and  il  the 
same- system. ol'  admint«»tration  were  adopted  there  as  iai  Astsn>  3558*3562. 

Doubt  as  to  the  fairness  of  charging  settled  lunatics  upon  the  common  fund,  3565- 

8fl6ft ^Ali  lusatic  pom*  should  be  mam  tamed  by  tJ»«  public  generaUy,  3569-3671'—^ 

Approval  of  tne  adoption  generally  of  union  rating,  3572*^574— Mischief  done  in  some 
QOUBtry  parishes  by  benevolent  persons  wishing  for  the  extension  of  relief  to  individuals 
not  really  m  want  of  it;  instances  of  this,  3574.  3576-3583. 

0.95,  3^4  Lunatic 
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Keport,  i860— cofift/tiie(/. 

Lunatic  Poor.     Illustration  in  the  case  of  lunatic  paupers  of  the  unfairness  of  the  present 

system  of  ayersL^es,  Lambert  102-110 Statement  in  favour  of  charging  upon  the 

common  fund  of  the  union  the  relief  of  the  lunatics  or  imbeiile  poor  of  any  parish  in  the 

union,   tJ.   202-237 Statement   with  reference   to  the   propriety   of  distinguishing 

between  lunatic  paupers  and  p»upers  disabh  d  by  natural  causes,  in  regard  to  their  being 
charued  on  tlie  common  fund,  ib.  211-217.  480-488 Very  important  change  by  trans- 
ferring the  charge  for  the  luna«ic  poor  to  the  common  funf»,  ib.  66^-669 Occasional 

instances  of  lunaiics  being  sent  to  county  asylums  as  paupers,  although  their  friends  may 
contribute  something  towords  their  charge,  t^.  613,614. 

Illustration  in  the  case  of  the  Radford  Union,  of  the  hardship  of  the  system  for  the 
support  of  lunatics  in  regard  to  the  mode  of  raising  the  common  funH,  Poge  788-790 — — 
Lunatics  if  removable  are  charged  en  their  own  parish  ;  objection  to  their  being  charged 
in  any  case  upon  the  common  fund  of  the  union,  Wright  3121-3123.  3183-3189— 
Doubt  as  to  the  fairness   of  charging  settled  lunatics  upon  the  common  fund,  Lumby 

3566-3568 All  lunatic  poor  should  be  maintained  by  the  public  generally,  ib.  3572- 

3674 Non-objection  to  the  charge  for  lunatics  falling  upon  the  common  fund,  raised  as 

proposed,  Burrows  3840-3847.  " 

Lunatics  should  be  irremovable,  McGee  4248 Grounds  for  recommending  that  all 

lunatics  or  imbecile  poor  who  are  fit  cases  for  a  lunatic  asylum  should  be  charged  upon 

the  common  fund,  Lstcourt  7084-7090.  71 15-7127 Question  as  to  placing  the  charge 

fur  lunatics  upon  the  common  fund  ;  witness  sees  some  advantage  therein,  and  no  great 

objection  thereto,  Lord  Redesdale  7269-7272 Improvementif  thacost  of  lunatic  poor 

were  thrown  upon  the  common  fund,  Steward  7503-7505. 

Table  relative  to  Mr.  Lambert's  district,  showing  the  amount  charged  to  parishes  for 
pauper  lunatics  in  asylums,  and  the  amouut  paid  fcr  irremovable  pauper  lunatics  in 
asylums  charged  to  the  common  fund  of  the  union,  for  the  half  year  ended  Michaelmas 
1859,  ^fp./>.  447. 

Resolution  of  the  Committee  that  the  cost  of  the  maintenance  of  such  lunatics  in 
asylums  as  are  now  chargeable  to  a  parish  within  a  union,  should  be  charged  on  the 
common  fund  of  the  union,  Rep.  p.m. 

See  also  America.  Devlin,  Jerry.  Gallagher,  Richard.        Sullivan^  MichaeL 

Taunton  Union. 

M. 

JU^Bride,  Captain  Patrick.  (Analysis  of  his  Evidence.) — Is  deputy  harbour-master  at 
Belfast,  4431-4433— Is  enabled  by  means  of  subscriptions  to  make  temporary  provi- 
siin  for  the  accommodation  of  the  poor  sent  to  Belfast  from  Scotland  and  England  ;  manner 

of  their  arrival  adverted  to,  4435-4447 Adduces  several  instances  in  illustrati(»n  of 

the  exceeding  hardship  and  cruelty  of  the  system  of  removal  of  Irish  poor;  relief  given  in 
these  cases  by  witness,  4448-4450.  4461-4463.  4468,4469.4487.4494.  4500 Sub- 
scriptions in  aid  of  these  unfortunate  people  are  received  by  witness  from  all  classes  of 
society,  4443-4446. 4467  4474»  4475- 

Mode  of  administration  by  witness  of  the  funds  placed  at  his  disposal  by  charitable 
individuals ;  practice  of  sending  the  removed  poor  back  to  England,  if  they  so  prefer, 

4448  et  seq. Strong:  condemnntion  of  the  law  whereby  Irish  poor,  after  labouring  for 

the  best  part  of  their  lives  in  Enuland,  may  be  thrown  back  upon  the  shores  of  Ireland, 

friendless  and  unknown;  cases  in  illustration,  4453.  4461.  4487.  4500-4517 Desire 

of  the  great  majority  of  those  removed  to  be  sent  back  to  England,  4461.  4492.  4522, 
4523. 

[Reference  to  a  petition,  numerously  signed,  which  has  been  presented  to  the  House  of 

Comu)ons  by  witness,  in  favour  of  amending  the  present  cruel  law,  4465-4468 

Instance  of  the  sufferings  of  the  poor  during  the  passage,  4469 Few  of  those  landed 

at  Belfast  who  are  properly  chargeable  there,  4470-4478 Origin,  three  or  four  years 

ago,  of  the  charitable  mishion  undertaken  by  witness ;  testimony  received  by  him  as  to  his 

humanity  in  the  matter,  4479-4488.  4514,  4515 Few  frauds  practised  on  witness  by 

those  relieveH,  4489,  4490. 

The  Irish  labourin^^  poor  should  not  be  removed  from  Scotland  or  England  after  they 

<have  laboured  there  for  a  few  years^  4491. 4516, 4517 Diminished  nunioer  of  removals 

from  England  of  late  years^  4495 The  harvest  labourers  seem  to  go  to  England  in 

undiminished  numbers ;  they  all  come  back  to  Ireland,  4496-4499 -keference  to  the 

number  of  removals  from  Scotland  and  England  to  Belfast  during  late  years^  4502- 

4505- 

Mac  Farlane,  Henry  James.     (Analysis  of  his  Evidence.) — Chairman  of  the  North  DuUin 

Union,  4 524-4526 A  great  number  of  Irish  poor  are  sent  from  England  to  Dublin, 

but  hot  so  many  as  in  former  years,  4527,  4528 Complaint  that  of  the  large  number 

of  poor  landed  in  Dublin  and  relieved  in  the  North  Dublin  Union,  the  great  majority 

have  no  connexion  whatever  with  Dublin,  46^9-4633>  4610,  4611 Complaint  that 

many 
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MaeFarJane,  Henry  James.    (Analysis  of  his  Evidence)— con/tiitf«cf. 
many  remoralR  take  place  of  persons  who  have  been  long  resident  in  England,  and  who 
have  accidentally  lost  a  settlement  or  irremovability  by  break  of  residence^  4634-*4540. 
4572-4579.  4612-4614. 

There  are  many  illegal  cases  of  removal  to  Dublin,  4538-4541— —Particulars  in  con- 
nexion with  the  removal  oF  a  woman  named  Jane  Kay  from  the  Bolton  Union  to  Dublin ; 
hardship  and  illegality  in  this  case ;  reason  why  the  removal  has  not  been  appealed  against, 

4542-4592 Obstacles  to  proceedings  or  appeals  being  successfully  undertaken  by 

Irish  Boards  of  Guardians  in  cases  of  illegal  removal ;  reference  hereon  to  the  failure  of 
an  appeal  by  the  North  Dublin  Board  of  Guardians,  4552-4568.4595-4605— —Unsatis- 
factory way  in  which  the  depositions  of  paupers  about  to  be  removed  are  taken  ;  amend- 
ment suggested  hereon,  4584-4587 Suggested  protection  for  the  paupers  durttig  the 

passage,  4587. 

Improvement  if  irremovability  were  acquired  by  three  years'  residence,  4593,  4594« 

4622,  4623 Advantage  if  removed  poor  were  in  all  cases  sent  by  the  English  parish  to 

tiieir  proper  union  in  Ireland  ;  recent  adoption  of  this  practice  in  Scotland,  4594.  4615- 

4621.  4624*4628 Different  ways  in  which  ihe  large  number  of  removed  poor  received 

into  the  North  Dublin  Union  are  disposed  of;  a  great  proportion  find  their  way  back  to 

England,  4606-4614 Number  of  removed  paupers  received  into  the  union ;  very  few 

from  Scotland,  4608,  4609. 

On  arrival  the  paupers  are  at  once  taken  by  policemen  to  the  union ;  they  sometimes 

land  in  a  very  wretched  state,  4629,  4630 Case  of  a  woman  named  Elizabeth  Uearney, 

who  died  two  or  three  days  after  her  passage  across,  4630-4636 Grievance  through 

the  removal  to  Dublin  of  lunatics  and  idiots  from  America ;  a  lunatic  was  also  removed 
from  Scotland  some  time  ago,  4636. 

[Second  Examination.] — Further  evidence  upon  the  subject  of  appeals  against  illegal 
removals,  and  the  difficulties  and  uncertainties  which  prevent  their  being  undeitaken,  4637 

et  *«a.  4734-4738 Particulars  in  connexion  with  the  failure  of  proceedings  taken  by 

the  North  Dublin  Union  in  1851  in  appealing  against  a  certain  removal  from  England {; 
deterrent  effect  thereof  as  regards  any  further  appeals,  4637-4673.  4735, 4736 Circum- 
stance of  its  not  being  legal  to  defray  out  of  the  poor  rate  the  cost  of  the  preliminary 
expenses  in  connexion  with  appeals,  4642-4648.  4674. 

Absence  of  power  to  compel  a  pauper  to  be  removed  to  England^  if  an  appeal  in  the 

case  were  successful,  4644.  4657-4667 Practice  at  the  North  Dublin  Union  not  to 

remove  any  paupers,  4654 Importance  of  a  proper  copy  of  the  depositions  being 

forwarded  to  theunion  to  which  the  pauper  is  to  be  retnoved,  4675-4677.  4687-4689 • 

Case  of  Jane  Kay  further  adverted  to,  with  reference  to  the  depositions  taken,  4678- 
4686. 

Further  statement  that  the  parish  removing  the  pauper  should  send  him  to  the  union  in 

Ireland  where  he  has  swurn  he  was  born^  4689,  4690 Importance  of  notice  of  the 

intended  removal  being  sent  to  the  parish  in  Ireland,  ib. Inadequacy  of  the  accom- 
modation during  the  passage  from  England ;  want  of  shelter  on  board,  4690-4698  ~- 

4712-4718.  47J.2-4744 Importance  of  agents  at  the  ports  of  departure  and  arrival; 

facilities  for  such  agency  at  the  principal  Irish  ports,  4690-471 1 . 

Very  few  of  those  removed  who  have  been  only  a  short  time  in  England,  4719,  4720 

— — Further  statement  as  to  the  expediency  of  a  three  years'  residence,  4721-4727 . 

Considerable  advantage  if  the  area  of  residence  were  extended  to  the  union,  4728-4733 

'  Bepresentations  made  in  1854  with  reference  to  the  expediency  of  an  amendment  of 

the  system  in  re^rd  to  appeals,  4739-4741.4811, 4812 -Particulars  relative  to  the  case 

of  Michael  Sulhvan,  a  lunaiic,  removed  from  Scotland  to  Dublin;  grounds  for  complaint 

in  this  case,  4745.  4751-4772 Further  reference  to  the  removal  of  some  lunatics  and 

idiots  from  America  to  Liverpool,  and  thence  to  Dublin;  grievance  thereby,  4745* 
4760. 

Practice  not  to  remove  from  the  North  Dublin  Union  further  adverted  to ;  witness 
strongly  disapproves  of  any  law  of  removal  or  settlement  in  Ireland,  4773-4803.  4813, 

4814 Improvement  if  there  were  a  registration  of  births  in  Ireland,  4785,  4786 

Further  statement  in  favour  of  removals  from  England  being  made  direct  to  the  parishes 
in  Ii eland  where  the  paupers  were  horn,  4789-4807— —Further  statement  as  to  the  expe- 
diency of  a  copy  of  the  depositions,  and  of  a  notice  of  each  removal  being  forwarded  to 

the  parish  in  Ireland,  4804-4810.  4813,  4814 Application  generally  of  the  workhouse 

test  in  Ireland,  4815,  4816 ^There  is  no  system  at  Dublin  as  at  Belfast  for  sending 

back  to  England  paupers  removed  thence,  4817-4819. 

[Third  Examination.]---The  provisions  of  the  Bill  brought  into  the  House  of  Commons 
in  1858  would  to  a  considerable  extent  obviate  the  evils  of  the  present  law,  5034-5039 

Circumstance  of  there  being  many  English  in  receipt  of  relief  in  Ireland  whom  it  is 

not  sought  to  remove  to  England,  5040-5043 Explanation  relative  to  the  alteration 

some  years  since  in  the  electoral  divisional  in  Irelana ;  obstacles  to  further  alteration, 

5044-5048 Any  inequalities  in  the  poor  rate  in  different  electoral  divisions  has  not 

been  brought  about  by  cottage  residences  having  been  pulled  down  of  lafe  years  by  indi- 
vidual proprietorsi  5049-5055. 
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M*Oee,  William.    (AnaNm  of  bis  ETidcDoe.)— Qiatraiaii  of  the  Bdfast  Board  of  Ghnm 

dians,  49319  4232 System  of  reliemg  in  tbe  Belfast  workbouae  paupers  removed 

from  EogLtod  and  SeotlaDd^  4233-4^36*  4239 Informal  and  cruel  manner  in  whkb 

removals  to  Belfast  from  England  and  Scotland  were  frequently  carried  out  previously 
to  1854;  considerable  improvement  since  tbat  year,  4237,  4238.  4249-4252.  4303-4306 

Absence  of  proper  means  of  appeal  against  illegal  removals  from  Scotland ;  case 

cited  in  support  of  this  statement,  4240.  43  * 3-4333- 

Great  grievance  to  Belfast  in  paupers  being  landed  there  wltliout  reference  to  their 

firevious  residence  in  England  or  Scotland,  or  to  their  birthplace  or  previous  residence  in 
reland,  4241  etieq. -Hardship  in  the  removal  to  Belfast  of  Engliso  and  Scotch  women 

upon  the  plea  of  desertion  on  the  part  of  an  Irish  husband ;  amendment  suggested,  4247, 

4248.  4269-4283 Recommended  repeal  of  the  laws  of  settlement  and  removal,  4248. 

4376.  4390.  4426,  4427 Pending  such  repeal,  witness  suggests  sundry  checks  upon 

undue  removal,  4248. 

Statement  to  the  effect  that  out  of  807  |)ersons  removed  to  and  relieved  at  Belfast  in  the 
last  six  years,  about  three-fourths  should  not  have  been  landed  there  at  ail,  4258-4291 

Suggestion  ihat  three  years'  industrial   residence  in  England^  although  not  oon« 

tinuously  in  one  parish,  should  give  the  privilege  of  irremovability,  4277-4280.  4377- 

4398.  4428,  4429 Particulars  relative  to  the  case  of  Jerry  Devlin,  an  Irish  pauper  of 

unsound  mind,  whose  mode  of  removal  from  Scotland  to  Belfast  involved  a  violation  of 
the  law,  4291-4301. 

Violation  of  the  law  in  the  removal  from  Scotland  to  Belfast  of  a  pauper,  named  Anne 
Buchan,  a  |>erson  of  weak  intellect ;  reason  why  the  Belfast  guardians  did  not  take  st€pi 

for  an  appeal  in  this  case,  430 1, 4302.4313-4327 Advantage  of  the  regulations  of  tne 

Board  of  Supervision  in  Scotland  with  a  view  to  Iri&h  paupers  being  removed  to  tbeir 

f roper    parish,  4303-4307 Importance  of  the  regulation  adopted  by   the  Barony 
^ari^h,  Glasgow,  of  paying  the  cost  of  removal  to  tbe  proper  parish  in  Ireland,  4304, 
4305- 4360-4363-  4412-4430.4425. 

Opinion  as  to  the  difficulty  to  an  Irishman  of  retaining  a  i»ettlement  in  Scotland,  4308- 

4313 Particulars  relative  to  the  case  of  Michael  Gallagher,  a  lunatic  removed  firom 

Scotland  to  Belfast ;  grounds  for  complaint  in  this  case,  4327*4331 Illustration  of 

the  hopelessness  of  proceedings  on  the  part  of  the  Belfast  guardian:>  with  a  view  to  relief  in 

cases  of  illegal  removal  from  Scotland,  4328-4335 Power  of  appeal  against  removal 

from  England,  upon  lodging  security  for  cost  in  England,  4333. 

Impropriety  in  persons  being  landed  at  Belfsist,  although  their  order  of  removal  referred 

to  another  port ;  instances  of  this,  4337,  4338.  4340-4349 Very  great  hardship  in 

removing  from  England  persons  resident  there  for  twenty  years,  or  more,  and  landing  tbem 

at  Belfast,  where  they  are  strangers  and  friendless,  4339 Large  number  of  Irish  poor 

landed  at  B<^llast,  in  addition  to  those  who  apply  to   the  relieving  officers  there,  4354- 

4366 The  entire  number  of  poor  is  much  diminished  as  compared  with  former  years, 

4367. 

Willingness  of  the  Belfast  Board  of  Guardians  to  give  information  to  English  parishes 
as  to  the  place  of  birth  of  Irish  poor,  4368-4370— Difliculty  through  there  being  no 
registration  of  births  and  deaths  in  Ireland  ;  feeling  in  Ireland  in  £BiWMur  of  such  regis- 
tration, 4368.  4371-4375 The  removal  of  English  or  Scotch  from  Ireland  is  not 

wished  for  tliercj  4370. 

Practice  at  Belfast  not  to  give  out-door  relief,  but  to  offer  the  workliouse  test ;  deter- 
rent effect  thereof,  4376.  4399-4402 Character  of  the  dietary  in  the  Belfast  Union, 

4399.  4403-4409 The  dietaiy  throughout  Ireland  is  now  very  good  ;  it  has  recently 

been  improved  in  many  unions,  4403 Circumstance  of  a  considerable  number  of  those 

removed  to  Belfast  being  sent  back,  dlegally,  to  England  by  charitable  individuals, 

4422-4424 Obstacle  to  giving  the  proportion  of  those  removed  to  Belfast  who  are 

sent  from  Glasgow,  4430. 

Macmanus,  John.  (Analysis  of  his  Evidence.) — Member  of  the  constabulary  at  Cork;  attends 

at  the  arrival  and  departure  of  the  steamers,  5970-5974 Considerable  number  of  reoio- 

vals  to  Cork  in  London  steamers ;  few  removals  by  way  of  Liverpool  or  Bristol,  5975-5978 
—Inaccuracy  of  the  statement  that  on  arrival  at  Cork  the  paupers  have  always  been 
received  on  landing  by  a  mat)  named  Higgins,  an  agent  of  Mr.  Frost,  5979-5989.  6030, 

6031.  6111-6114 Frequent  instances  of  witness  having  taken  diese  people  to  the 

Bridewell  for  temporary  protection,  5990-5996. 

Circumstances  under  which  upon  two  occasions  witness  has  seen  Mr.  Frost  under  the 

influence  of  drink,  5997-6007.  6088-6110.  6176-6179 Reprehensible  conduct  upon 

several  occasions  of  a  man  01  the  name  of  Phillipps,  who  has  sometines  gone  with  the 
paupers  from  London,  6008-6038.  6131-6148.  6193-6201 Insoffieieney  of  the  pro- 
visions allowed  to  each  person  during  the  voyage  to  Cork,  6o39»6o47 Verj  inade- 

Siate  sum  stated  to  have  been  received  by  a  family  of  die  name  of  Casey,  far  sending 
em  from  Cork  to  their  proper  parish,  6049-6061  •  6149-6152. 

Reasons  for  concluding  that  the  man  Higgins  has  not  always  supplied  the  paupera 

with  the  means  for  reaching  their  ultimate  destination,  6063-6070.  6107*6175 Fire> 
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qoeat  iagtances  of  the  paapers  having  been  brought  in  a  destitute  state  before  the 
magistrates    after  they   had  been  taken    to    Higgins's  house,  6064-6070.    6083-6085. 

6115-6130 Conclusion  as  to  the  long  residence  in  England  of  many  of  those  removed 

to  Cork,  6071-6076. 

Ghreatly  improved  tfeatment  of  the  paupars  on  arrival  at  Cork  during  the  last  twelve 
Months,  that  L%  since  a  person  of  the  name  of  Fitzgerald  has  acted  as  agent  in  lieu  of 
Hi^gins ;  the  former,  who  is  a  very  respectable  man.  generally  meets  the  paupers  on 
arrn^,  and  gives  them  whatever  he  receives  for  them,  6078.  6087.  6154-6159— Im- 
proper treatment  of  the  paupers  at  the  hands  of  Higgins  further  adverted  to  with  refe- 
rence to  his  dissipated  cbatacter,  6079-6086.  6170-6175.  6183-6192. 

Statement  as  to  the  magistrates  frequently  contributing  out  of  their  private  means  to 
assist  the  paupers  in  reaching  their  place  of  destination,  6085.  6126.  6161-6163.  6203* 
6906— ^Non-refusal  by  Higgins  to  receive  the  paupers  in  his  house  when  conducted 
thither  by  witne  ,  6111-6120-^— Practice  to  give  relief  in  the  Cork  union  whenever  it 
ii  required,  6126  6i3<>.  6161-6166^— Non-provision  of  any  special  accommodation  or 

shelter  during  the  passage,  6180-6182 Witness  considers  it  part  of  bis  duty  to  give 

any  assistance  in  hit  power  to  the  removed  poor  at  Cork;  he  has  not  the  slightest 
interest,  one  way  or  the  other,  as  regards  the  conduct  of  Mr.  Frost's  agents,  6211- 
6217. 

Maddin,  Ellen.  Statement  by  this  pauper,  removed  From  London  to  Cork,  showing  the 
hasAships  of  the  practice  of  rettoval,  &Shaughn€uy  623^ 

Malton  Union  {York),  Statement  as  to  certain  of  the  parishes  in  this  union  making  a 
pnvate  subscription  or  rate  towards  the  support  of  tlieir  poor,  whereby  their  averages, 
«pon  which  the  coramoo  fund  is  based,  are  reduced,  Lambert  148-168. 

list  of  private  rates  cKscovered  to  have  been  paid  in  certain  parishes  in  the  union, 
when  the  averages  were  taken  in  1858,  A.pp.  p.  446         Average  expenditure  of  several 

Srishes  for  the  maintenance  of  then*  own  settled  poor  for  the  three  years  ended  Lady- 
y,  1858,  ib. 

Mcfles,  Ashley.    (Analysis  of  his  Evidence.) — Clerk  to  the  Spalding  Board  of  Guardians^ 

16^7,  1628 Spalding  union  comprises  nin^  parishes,  all  of  which,  except  Spalding, 

are  of  aii  agricultural  character,    1629-1634 Complaint  as   to   the  hardship  upon 

Rpalding  parish  Jn  having  to  support  the  pauperism  of  labourers  who  reside  therein, 

but  whose  labour  is  given  to  the  adjoining  district  of  Deeping  Fen,  1635,  et  seq, 

Explanation  as  to  diere  being  scarcely  any  resident  poor  in  Deeping  Fen,  1647-1665. 

1792-1797 Circumstance  of  labourers  when  disabled  by  accident  or  sickness,  having 

been  brought  from  Deeping  Fen  into  Spalding,  so  as  to  place  their  support  upon  the 
latter  parish,  1650.  1660,  1737-1743. 

Extent  and  rateable  value  of  the  property  in  Deeping  Fen,  1666,  1667 Higher 

rents  in  Deeping  Fen  to  the  prejudice  of  Spalding,  in  consequence  of  the  exemption 

from  rates,  1681-1689 Advantage  to  Spalding  if  Deeping  Fen  were  assessed  t>  the 

nnion  fund,  and  if  all  the  rural  parishes  in  the  union  paid  to  the  common  fund  accor- 
ding to  their  rateable  value;  this  would  doubtless  be  oojected  to  by  them,  1690-1708. 
1716-1723. 

Advantage  of  irremovability  to  the  poor,  1 709— —Reduced  number  of  removals  from 

Spalding  union,  1709-1714.  1798 Benefit  to  the  labouring  poor  as  welt  as  to  the 

parishes  generally,  if  there  were  greater  facilities  for  acauiring  irremovabiTity  by  a  reduc- 
tion of  the   {)eriod  of   residence,  1724-1736.  1842-1H4J4.  1852-1855 Good  wages 

given  in  Deeping  Fen,  1744-1747 Importance  of  Irish  labour  for  agricultural  pur* 

poees  in  the  neighbourhood  of  Spalding;  scarcity  of  labour  for  the  last  year  or  two, 

'  1748-1756.  1848-1854 Extent  of  advantage  to  Spalding  by  the  expenditure  therein 

of  wages  earned  in  Deeping  Fen;  increased  value  of  property  in  each  place,  ^757^ 
1788. 

Particulars  as  to  fhe  charges  in  Spalding  on  account  of  settled  poor,  and  of  irremo- 
vable poor  for  severd  years  past;  decease  in  the  former  case,  and  increase  in  the 

latter,  1789,  \^Q0>  1806-1819.  1845-1847 Prevalence  formerly  of  ague  at  Spalding; 

effect  of  any  return  thereof  in  increasing  the  poor  relief,   1798-1805 Application  of 

the  workhouse  test  adverted  to;  effect  thereof,  1820-1825.   1838,  1839 Effect  of  a 

three  years'  residence  to  increase  the  irremovable  poor  of  Spalding,  1826, 1827 

Struggles  of  the  laboorinsf  poor  in  order  to  acquire  irremovaVility,  1828-1841— —Wit- 
\  does  not  attach  much  importanee  to  the  power  of  removal,  1839. 

Approval  of  greater  facilities  for  obtaining  a  settlement,  i84t-i  844 ^Effect  of  the 

ood  wages  in  the  Spalding  district  in  providing  a  sufficiency  of  labour,  1856-1858 > 

Tndue  charge  upon  Spalding  parish  if  irremovability  were  converted  into  parochial 
settlement,  1859,  i8<So-- — Chargeability  generally  occurs  before  three  gears' residence, 

1861-1865 ^Explanation  in  coamezion  with  the  aseessmentin  the  parish  of  Spalding, 

1809-1869.  1871-1877  About  ooe-foorth  of  ike  irreflsovmUe  poor  of  the  whoU  union 
%9t  b  SpuMiDg^  187a 
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Medical  Bettrf.  Bemovals  should  not  take  place  on  account  of  medical  relief,  M^Oee 
4948— ^IxtensiTe  and  liberal  system  of  medical  out*door  relief  in  Ireland,  Power 
6024,  5025. 

Medland,  The  Rev.  Thomas.    (Analysis  of  his  Evidence.) — Vicar  of  Sreyning,  Sussex, 

5077 Steyning  union  comprises  23  parishes,  several  of  which  are  town  parishes  and 

several  ogricultural,  5078.  6081-5085— The  Irremovable  Act  operates  very  unequally 

and  unfairly  in  the  union,  5086,  et  seq. Evidence  showing  that  on  account  of  tlie 

system*  of  averages  upon  which  the  common  fund  is  based,  Steyning  and  other  parishes 
are  unduly  burdened,  whilst  other  parishes,  in  which  there  are  scarcely  any  resident 
poor,  are  almost  exempt  from  contribution  to  the  common  fund,  5086,  et  seq. 

Undue  exemption  of  Hove  from  proper  contribution  to  the  cost  of  the  irremovable 

poor,  5086-5093.  51 10,  51 1 1.  5166-5168 Cost  of  the  irremovable  and  casual  poor  of 

Steyning  union  for  each  year  since  1849 » 5^95 Increased  charge  in  Steyning  parish 

through  the  residence  therein  of  labourers  who  work  in  adjoining  parishes,  where  they 

cannot  obtain  cottages,  5096-5109.  5110,^^  seq. ^The  fairest  way  would  be  to  assess 

each  parish  according  to  the  value  of  the  property;  some  of  the  parishes  would 
probably  object  to  this  change,  5112-5116 — - — Reference  to  a  statement  conta'ming 
particulars  as  to  the  population,  assessment.  Sec,  of  each  parish  in  the  union,  and  the 
amount  of  the  common  fund  charges,  5166-5168. 

Metropolis,  The.  Inequality  of  rating  in  metropolitan  parishes  under  a  system  of  non- 
removal,  and  unless  a  national  rate  were  resorted  to,  Corder  1235,  1236 Objection  to 

an  extension  of  the  area  of  rating  to  the  metropolis  in  conjunction  with  an  abolition  of 
the  power  of  removal,  Blahe  2237-2262, 

Moore,  Alfred.    (Analysis  of  his  Evidence.) — One  of  the  relieving  officers  of  Leeds,  2346, 

2347 Material  increase  of  the  burden  for  poor  relief  in  Leeds  on  account  of  the 

Irremovable  Act,  2348-2358.  2402,  2403 Leeds  is  one  township,  and  comprises  a 

population  of  101,000  ;  2351,  2352 Effect  of  certain  charities  at  Leeds  in  attracting 

poor  from  other  parishes,  and  in  increasing  the  charge  on  the  rates,  2359-2362.  2426- 
2432— Effect  of  the  liberal  relief  given  at  Leeds  in  causing  people  to  struggle  through 
the  five  years'  residence,  and  then  to  come  upon  the  rates,  2363-2373.  2412-2419. 

Practice  always  at  Leeds  to  carry  out  as  many  removals  as  possible,  2373-2380. 

2524-2527 Varying  periods  of  residence  before  chargeability  arises,  2381-2383 

The  parish  officers  have  never  induced  any  break  of  residence,  2384-2386.  2644-2646 

—  Objec«ion  to  a  three  years' residence,  2387,2388 Witness  would  abolish  all 

removal,  and   have  a  national  rate  on  a  largely  extended  area  of  rating,  2388-2401. 

24.53- 2455.  2606-2610.  2656-2658.  2680-2688 If  settlements  be  retamed  a  system 

of  orders  of  maintenance  on  the  settlement  parishes  should  be  adopted  in  lieu  of  removals ; 
economy  under  this  system,  2404-2411. 

Explanation  relative  to  the  mode  of  administration  and  the  character  of  relief  at 
Leeds;  useful  results  from  the  labour  test  recently  adopted,  2412-2419.  2462  c(^. 

Particulars  as  to  the  burden  upon  Leeds  in   respect  of  labouring  poor  who  resiae 

there  but  work  in  the  out-townships;  expediency  of  the  neighbouring  parishes  con- 
tributing in  fair  proportions  to  the  support  of  the  Leeds  poor,  2420-2425.  2433-245S. 

2603-2609 Means  for  providing  for  economical  expenditure  if  a  national  rating  were 

adopted,  2456-2461. 

Practice  at  Leeds  in  investigating  applications  for  relief;  supervision  exercised  by  the 

guardians,  2462-2482 Effectual  check  through   the  workhouse  test  and  out-door 

test,  upon  imposture,  2471-2473.  2483-2507.  2513-2523.  2612-2615 Operation  of 

bent  fit  societies  at  Leed< ;  felief  given  ^to  members  of  such  societies,  2508-2512 

Amount  of  relief  to  irremovable  Irish  poor  at  Leeds,  2528-2534 Extent  to  which  the 

removal  of  Irish  poor  is  carried ;  indisposition  to  remove  old  residents,  2533.2549* 
2585-2591. 

Statement  as  to  the  magistrates  granting  orders  of  removal  in  English  cases  as  a 

matter  of  course,  whilst  in  Irish  cases  they  exercise  a  discretion,  2535.  2564-2584 

Practice  in  carrying  out  Irish  removals;  amount  given  in  money  and  provisions  when 

the  paupers  are  placed  on  board  the  vessel  at  Liverpool,  2550-2563.  2616-2643 

Orders  of  removal  are  always  granted  by  the  ma^strates  in  open  court,  2578-2584 

Hardship  respectively  in  the  removal  of  English  poor  to  their  place  of  settlement,  and 
Irish  poor  to  the  seaport  nearest  the  country  where  they  were  born,  2592-2596. 

Witness  does  not  apprehend  any  large  influx  of  Irish  in  Leeds  if  removals  were 
abolished ;  adequacy  of  the  workhouse  test  in  preventing  undue  chargeability,  ^597' 

2602.  2612-2615.  2647-2657 In  the  event  of  a  national  rate,  stock  in  trade  shodd 

not  be  rated,  2610.  2680-2688 Expediency  of  uniform  valuation  as  the  basis  of  a 

national  rate,  2611.  2657,  ^^5^^ Further  evidence  in  favour  of  orders  of  maintenance 

or  non-resident  relief  as  preferable  to  tiie  system  of  removal ;  strict  supervision  to  be 
enforced;  economy  under  the  proposed  change,,  2659-2679.  2689-2701. 

Effect  of  the  labour  test  in  checking  undue  applications  from  vagrants  and  others 

further  adverted  to,  2702-2704 Decrease  in  the  poor-rate  at  Leeds  as  compared  with 

the  rate  twenty  or  tmrty  years  ago;  propriety  nevertheless  of  the  adjoining  townships 

paying 
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paying  towards  the  charge,  2705-2715 Objection  to  a  district  rate-in-aid  as  a  means 

of  assistance  in  cases  of  unusual  local  pressure,  2716,  2717 Inconvenience  under 

the  present  law  in  regard  to  procuring  returns  and  statistics  from  single  parishes  not  in 
union,  2718-2722. 

N. 

National  Rate.    Witness  is  not  in  favour  of  national  rating,  which  he  considers  impracti- 
cable, Corder  1145,  1146.  1333 Strong  objection  to  a  national  rate,  or  even  to  a 

county  rate,  Eitcourt  7036.  7154* 

Witness  would  abolish  all  removals,  and  have  a  national  rate  or  a  largely  extended 

area  of  rating,  Moore  2388-2401.  2453-2455.  2606-2610.  2656-2658,  2680-2688 

Means  for  providing  for  economical  expenditure  if  a  national  rating  were  adopted,  ib. 

2456-2461 In  the  event  of  a  national  rate    stock  in  trade  should  not  be  rated, 

16.  2610.  2680-2688 Expediency  .of  uniform  valuation  as  the  basis  of  a  ns^Uonal  rate, 

ib.  2611.  2657,  ^658. 

Nestor  Township  (Wirral  Union).    High  rates  in  this  township  adverted  to,  Coxon  1513, 
1514. 

Newark  Union.    The  Newark  Union  comprises  forty-nine  parishes,  all  of  which  except 
Newark  are  a^icultural ;  twenty-three  are  in  witness's  district,  Ouzman  4079.  4101. 

4103 Considerable  number  of  labourers  who  reside  in  Newark  but  work  in  adjoining 

parishes,  the  latter  unjustly  escaping  contribution  to  the  common  fund,  16.4080-4109 
The  irremovable   poor  have  not  much  increased  within  the  last  few  years ;  there  are 
very  few  Irish,  ib.  4095-4097. 

Feeling  of  the  majority  of  the  guardians  in  favour  of  the  common  fund  charges  being 

placed  upon  the  rateable  value,  Ouzman  4098-4104.  4137^4138 Reference  to  the 

landlords'  practice  of  allowing  some  labourers  in  one  or  two  of  the  parishes  in  the  Newark 
Union   the  use  of  some  land  to  keep  a  co^' ;  probable  object  thereof,  t6.  4105-4118. 

4133-4136 Reference  to  the  circumstance  of  some  cottages  in  Gotham  parish  being 

let  at  a  nominal  rent ;  insufficiency  of  labourers  iu  this  parish,  ib.  4113,  41 14.  41 16-4 132' 
— ^ — Considerable  increase  in  1858  as  compared  with  1850  in  the  cost  of  the  irremovable 
poor  in  the  union,  ib.  4139-4141. 

Statement  in  detail,  showing  the  receipts,  expenditure,  and  balances  for  the  year  ended 
25th  March  i860;  App.  p.  460-462. 

Nicholls,  Sir  Oeorge.    Reference  to  the  views  of  Sir  George  Nicholls,  several  years  since, 
upon  the  subject  of  parochial  chargeability  and  union  rating.  King  5728-5731. 

Nonr  Resident  Relief.     Gonfusion  of  accounts  under  a  system  of  non-resident  relief,  Coxon 

1505 Hardship  in  non-resident  relief  not  being  adopted  in  lieu  of  removal ;  instance 

of  this,  ib.  1506-1508 Question  whether  instead  otsuch  frequent  removals  it  might 

not  be  advisable  to  obtain  otders  of  maintenance  upon  the  settlement  parishes  of  re- 
movable poor.  Chamberlain  2098 If  settlements  be  retained  a  system  of  orders  of 

maintenance  on  the  settlement  parishes  should  be  adopted  in  lieu  of  removals ;  economy 
under  this  system,  Moore  2404-2411 Further  evidence  in  favour  of  orders  of  main- 
tenance or  non-resident  relief  as  preferable  to  the  system  of  removal ;  strict  supervision 
to  be  enforced;  economy  under  the  proposed  change,  ib.  2659-2679.  2689-2701. 

See  also  Royston  Union. 

North  Dublin  Union.    See  Appeals  {Irish  Removals).        Dublin. 

Notice  of  RemovaL     See  Irish  Poor,  11. 

Nottingham  Union.     Particulars  as  to  the  ineauality  of  the  rating  for  the  relief  of  the  poor 
in  the  three  parishes  of  the  Nottingham  Union;  undue  burden  upon  the  parish  of  St. 

Mary's  under  the  present  system.  Page  694-697.  704-708.  724-749 Practice  at 

Ncittingham  in  regard  to  the  administration  of  relief;  tests  applied,  ib.  735.  740.  1039- 

1042 Particulars  relative  to  the  means  of  employment  and  rate  of  wages,  »6.  736- 

739 Amount  of  the  rates  in  different  years  in  the  several  parishes  in  the  union ; 

largely  increased  value  of  property  adverted  to  hereon,  ib,  741-747.  756-761. 

Statement  relative  to  some  close  parishes  near  Nottingham,  which  are  owned  by  indi- 
vidual proprietors,  and  in  which  cottages  for  the  labouring  poor  are  not  allowed,  so  that 
such  parishes  are  for  the  most  part  exempt  from  contribution  10  the  relief  of  the  poor, 

although  enjoying  their  labour.  Page  762-788 Particulars  as  to  the  plan  adopted  by 

the  Nottingham  guardians  during  the  panic  of  1857,  *"  providing  employment  tor  Irish 
and  other  poor  who  hecame  chargeable  in  large  numbers;  rate  of  wages  given ;  circum- 
stances of  several  of  these  people,  including  a  few  Irish,  having  left  other  work  for  the 
employments  given  by  the  guardians,  ib.  806-837.  894-903.  975-98^^ 
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Staleneirt  as  to  the  practice  at  the  Nottmg bmio  and  Badfbi d  Unioaa  m  detlmg'  anth 
I»i»li   |)Oor  who  become  chargeable ;  effect  of  the  fliraat  af  leno^l  in  eanskig  Irwh 

paafeie  to  qnrt  the  union.  Page  905*-g36 Clft*ek  at  the  Notdngham  Union  upon  asdae 

relief  to  vagrants,  *ft.  971-974 Further  evidence  as  to  the  benefit  to  certain  doae 

parishes  near  Noiiinghaoi  through  the  poor  being  obliged  to  reside  in  adjoining  pariaheSy 
and  as  to  the  inequality  of  rating  in  coiiseqiiencey  ib.  994-1021. 

Statement  showing  that  since  1847  there  hns  been  a  considerable  reduction  in  the 
amount  of  the  rate  iu  the  pound  for  tJie  poor  of  Nottingham  ;  varying  rates  in  different 
parishes  adverted  to  hereon.  Knight  6734-6737. 

Number  of  Hemovals.  The  entire  number  of  poor  removed  to  Belfast  is  much  diminisbed 
as  eoBipaied  with  former  years,  if'Gee  4367 ;  il* Bride  ^y^gs Reference  to  the  num- 
ber of  lemovab  from  Scotland  and  Enghuid  to  Belbst  of  late  years,  M^ Bride  460t- 

4505 A  great  number  o^  Iririi  poor  are  aent  from  England  to  Dublin,  but  not  eo  mafiy 

as  in  former  years,  MacFarlam  4^5279  4528 The  Iiretaovable  Act  has  probably  had 

some  pitrt,  in  the  dimination  of  removals  to  Ireland,  Pdnoer  48ao-48ca.  4829-4833 

Last  year  witness  carried  out  483  removals  from  London,  Frost  5201 ^The  namber  of 

removed  paupers  who  have  become  chargeable  to  the  Cork  Union  has  decreaaed  very 
much  of  late  years,  (f  Shauhgnessif  6227. 

O- 

One  Yeai^t  Residence.    The  period  of  re»ideoce  should  be  reduced  gradually  to  one  year, 

Carder  1211.  1233 Non-objection  to  irremovability  being  conferred  by  one  year's 

industrial  residence;  good  effect  of  a  strict  workhouse  test  in  conjunciion  with  such 
arrangement.  Chamberlain  2074  et  seq. 

Open  ParieheK    See  dose  Parishes.         TiMons. 

Orchard  Partman  Parish.  Operation  of  t^e  common  fund  in  Orchard  Portmaa  pariirii, 
which  is  the  only  close  parish  in  Taunton  Union,  King  5667-5674* 

Orders  of  Maintenance.    See  JHom'reaident  RdUf. 

Orders  of  Removal.    See  Warrants  or  Orders  of  Removal. 

Oitpktms^  Great  hatdabip  in  orphan  children,  undei  five  years  of  age,  being  removable, 
although  their  father  had  become  irremovable ;  thoae  above  five  years  of  age  are  not  re- 
movable, Lambert  303-31 1. 

Besolution  of  the  Committee  that  orphan  chitdren  who  may,  on  the  death  of  4heir 
surviving  parent  be  removable,  shall  have  the  status  of  irremoirability  which  tbeirg^sur- 
viving  parent  may  have  acquired,  Rep.  p.  iii. 

O^Shaughnesspy  Robert  John,    (Analysis  of  his  Evidence.) — CledL  uf  the  Cork  Union,  6218, 

6219 Cfut  of  seventy-one  removed  paupers  now  in  the  union  fifty-two  have  no  claim 

upon  it,  6226-6226 The  numt>er  of  removed  panpera  who  have  became  chargeable 

to  the  union  has  decrtmsed  very  much  of  late  years,  62^7 There  have  been  general 

oomplaints  by  those  removed  from  London  in  fe^uxl  to  their  snffainga  daring  the  paasage 

across,  6228 The  cmmplainta  have  been  If  ss  freipietit  during  the  year  or  ao,  oving 

probably  to  a  different  agent  having  beea  appointed  at  Cork  by  Mi.  Froat,  ibm 

Explanation  as  to  witness,  on  receiving  the  order  to  attend  the  Coasmttteey  having  had 
the  declarations  taken  of  some  seven  or  eight  of  the  removed  paupeia  in  the  unions  in 

order  to  illustrate  the  hardship  of  the  practice  of  removal,  6229-6231.  6278-6289 

Witness  reads  these  st:itements;  evidence  therein  of  Che  exceeding  harshness  of  the  hnr 
of  removal  and  of  the  extreme  suffering  during  the  passage  from  England  to  Cork,  623^* 
6239. 

Inaoe4iracy  of  Mr.  Frost's  statement  that  the  poor  were,  generally,  removed  by-tfiefr- 

own  consent,  6235*  6236 Reference  to  a  statement  by  liie  three  relieving  officers  for 

the  City  of  Cork,  showing  that  the  mckie  of  carrying  out  removals  to  Cork  is  aftendbd 

with  great  suffering  and  privation,  6240-6251 Inaccuracy  of  the  evrdenee  of  Mr. 

Frost  as  to  a  sufficient  sum  being  always  given  to  the  poor  amr  their  anival  at  Cork  to 
enable  theos  to  reach  their  ultimate  desdnation,  6252-9258.  6311'.  6448,  6449. 

Anxiety  of  the  euardians  at  Cork  to  forward  the  poor  to  their  destinations,  and  in 
cases  uf  peculiar  aardship  to  enable  them  to  return  to  Encfand;  instances  of  tfteir  con- 
tributing privately  in  order  to  effect  such  return,  6259-6264. 636^6303 ^The  goardiaat 

do  not  wish  for  a  power  of  retnoval,  6263.  6265 Explanation  relatrve  to  the  acoom- 

modation  for  tiia  paupers  on  board  the  London  stRamera;  inadequate  aheRer  fiom  the 

weather,  6265-6272. 63^5-6346. 6432-6441 It  is  not  the  practice  to  provide  comforts 

for  the  sick,  6273-6276* 

After  arrival  the  poor  earn  readily  get  to  the  workhonar,  where  they  are  never  refiised 

relief,  6290'-6297 Mr.  Fitzgeiald  generally  receives  them  on  arrival,  6290.  6298 
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(yShauhgnesiy,  Robert  John,    {kntkywm  of  hts  FiTJrlnirr)     roifiiiMfff 

Strong  {eeUog  tttCtrk  in  regvird  to  the  fmupers  not  benig  refDoved  <Krect  to  tkeir  ultimate 
destinatioii ;  misafpprebeBsion  mt  Cork  m  to  the  stmte  of  the  hiw  on  this  point,  6dg8- 

•  631^ Mfmss  for  the  people  to  resch  tbeir  deartiaationft  by  walking  from  one  union 

to  another  and  getting  relief  at  each,  6312*6324 Doubt  as  to  benhg  being  provided 

in  the  care  of  aick  pauperfi,  ^347*-6349 Neglect  rat^r  than  inhmnanity  in  the  tieat- 

nent  or  accoviinodation  daring  the  passage,  6350. 

Improvement  if  the  parishes  contracttd  directly  with  the  shipowners  for  improved  or 

covered  aeoomaiodationy  6350. 6394, 6395  6447 Sugcested  improvement  on  the  score 

of  provisions;  uasMftableiiess  and  insufficiency  of  the  K>od   now  provided,  6350-6354. 

€396>  ^6.  6424-6430 Reliance  to  be  |Jaced  upon  the  statensents  iaid  Moi«  the 

Committee  from  some  of  the  removed  pupers  in  the  Cork  Union,  6355-6368. 

Grtat  improvement  if  a  notice  of  removal  Jind  a  copy  of  the  depositions  were  forwarded 
to  the  parish  chargeable  in  Ireland ;  the  removal  to  be  carried  out  if  not  objected  to  within 

a  certain  time,  §397,6398.6403-6415 Advantage  and  facility  of  arrangements  at 

the  seaports  in  Ireland  for  sending  on  the  paupers  to  iheir  proper  parishes,  6399-6402 

Exceptional  instance  of  communication  between  the  Cork  gnarclians  and  the  guardians 

of  the  union  in  the  interior  with  leference  to  the  forwarding  of  a  pauper,  6416-6419. 

Way  in  which  sick  paupers  are  received  on  arrival  at  Cork  from  England,  6420— 
Grounds  for  concluding  that  Mr.  Frost  is  inaccurate  in  stating  that  money  is  given  to 

the  stewards  of  the  vessels  for  the  removed  poor,  6421-6423.  6442-6446 Grrounds  for 

disbelieving  that  clothing  is  provided  by  Mr.  jFrost  for  ill-dad  paupers,  6431 ,  6432 ^The 

captains  ol  the  steamers  do  not  now  take  charge  of  money  tor  ilie  poor,  6447 Any 

money  provided  goes  solely  through  Mr.  Fitzgerald's  handii,  6448,6449. 

O'Shea,  Dan.  Instance,  in  the  case  of  a  man  Jiamed  Dan  O'Shea,  of  misapplic  ation  of 
money  on  arrival  at  Cork,  Frost  5474-5479* 

Out-door  'Relief,  Small  amount  of  out-door  relief  in  Ireland,  the  recipients  being  the 
aged  and  infinn.  Power  4997-5004— Importance  of  the  power  of  refusing  out-door 
relief;  check  hereby  ander  a  system  of  union  rating.  Lord  I&de$Jak  7220-7228. 

Ouzman,  James  Chapman.  (Analysis  of  bis  Evidence.)— Relieving  oflBcer  for  the  north  dis- 
trict of  the  Newark  Union,  4078 The  union  comprises  fcrty-nine  parishes,  all  of  which, 

except  Newark,  aire  agriculiiirfil;  twenty-three  are  jn  witness  s  district,  4079.  4101.  4103 
—  Considerablenumber  of  labourers  who  reside  in  Newark  but  work  in  adjoining  parishes, 
the  latter  unjustly  escaping  contribution  to  the  common  fund,  4080-4109 The  irre- 
movable poor  have  not  much  increased  within  the  last  few  years ;  there  are  very  few  Irish, 
4095-4097— Feehng  of  the  majority  of  the  guardians  in  favour  of  the  common  fund 
charges  being  placed  upon  the  rateable  value^  4098*4104.  4137,4138. 

Reference  to  the  landlords'  practice  of  allowing  some  labourers^  in  one  or  two  of  the 
parishes  in  Ne\iaik  Union,  the  use  of  some  land  to  ktep  a  cow  ;  probable  object  thereof, 

4115-4118.  4133-413^ Reference  to  the  circumstance  of  some  cottages  in  Cotham 

parish  being  let  at  a  nominal  rent;  insufficiency  of  labourers  in  this  parish,  4113,  4114. 

4116-4132 Considerable  increase  in  1858  as  compared  vrith  1850,  in  the  cost  of  the 

irremovable  poor  of  the  union,  4139-4141 Approvj^l  of  a  three  years*  residence, 

provided  the  common  fund  be  charged  on  the  rateable  value,  4142-4144. 

Owen^  Hvgh.  (Analysis  of  his  Evidence.) — Explanatory  statement  relative  to  the  case  of 
Jane  Kay,  who  was  removed  from  Bolton  to  Dublin  in  March  last,  to  the  effect  that  her 
idepositione  in  Dublin  are  completely  at  variance  with  her  depositions  at  Bolton,  505&- 
5071— —With  regard  to  an  allegation  by  the  wooian  Kay  relative  to  her  sufferings 
during  the  passage  on  account  of  want  of  shelter,  witness  has  no  information  on  this 
point,  5072-5079. 


Je,  William.  (Analysis  of  his  Evidence.)— Chairman  of  the  Board  of  Guardians  of  the 
adford  Union;  has  been  for  twenty  3 ears  a  euardian  of  the  I^fottingham  Union,  667- 
671— —Benefit  to  the  poor  in  the  Radford  Union  by  the  law  eooferring  irremovability 
after  five  years'  residence,  672-^76—: —  Evil  through  the  ineq^aaUty  with  which  the 
common  fund  for  the  support  of  the  irremovable  poor  is  levied  ;  instaoioea  of  this,  677- 
680.  686-697.  703-723-- — Improvement  of  all  die  obaiges  which  lall  on  the  common 
fund  were  defrayed  by  a  rate  upon  the  value  of  tlie  pnc^rty,  681  tt  seq. 

Particulars  relative  to  the  proportion  paid  towards  the  common  fund  of  the  Radford 
Union  by  each  of  the  three  parishes  therein ;  unduly  large  propoition  paid  by  Radford 

parish,  686-693.  703.  709-723.  750-755.  788-790 Advantage  if  the  area  affiad- 

ford  Union  were  extended  so  as  to  comprise  WoUatoa  or  Nottin^am  PsiIl,  69a.  792- 
805.  1022-1032— ^Particulars  as  to  the  inequality  of  the  ratins  for  the  reKef  of  the 

rT  in  the  three  parishes  of  the  If«ttingfaam  Umion  ;  undue  burden  «poB  tibt  parish  of 
Maiy's  under  the  present  system,  694-697.  704-708.  714-740. 
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PagCt  William.    (Analysis  of  his  Evidence) — continued. 

Witness  is  in  favour  of  union  rating,  and  considers  that  under  such  system  there  would 
be  equal  vigilance  exercised  by  the  representatives  of  particular  parishes,  694.^02— -» 
Practice  at  Nottingham  in  regard  to  the  administration  of  relief ;  tests  applied,  735. 

740.  1039-1042 Particulars  relative  to  the  means  of  employment  and  rate  of  wages 

at  Nottingham,  736-739 Amount  of  the  rates  in  different  years  in  the  parishes  in  the 

Nottingham  Union ;  largely  increased  value  of  property  adverted  to  hereon,  741-747. 
756-761'. 

Statement  relative  to  some  ''dose  parishes"  near  Nottingham,  which  are  owned  by 
individual  proprietors,  and  in  which  cottages  for  the  labourm^  poor  are  not  allowed,  so 
that  such  parishes  are  for  the  .most  part  exempt  from  contribution  to  the  relief  of  the 
poor,  althous^h  enjoying  their  labour,  762-788 There  are  very  few  Irish  in  the  Bad- 
ford  Union,  806.  904 Particulars  as  to  the  plan  adopted  by  the  Nottingham  guardians 

during  the  panic  of  1857  in  providing  employment,  for  Irish  and  other  poor  who  became 
chargeable  in  large  numbers ;  rate  of  wages  given ;  circumstance  of  several  of  these 
people,  including  a  few  Irish,  having  left  other  work  for  the  employment  and  wages 
given  by  the  guardians,  806-837.  894*903-  976*98i. 

Probability  of  a  three  years'  residence  not  being  objected  to  at  Nottingham,  though 
it  would  tend  to  increase  the  number  of  irremovable  poor,  838-843.  859,  860 Ap- 
proval of  an  extension  of  the  area  of  residence  to  the  union,  provided  the  charge  be  based 
upon  the  rateable  value;  means  under  such  extension  of  investigating  claims  to  irre- 
movability, 844-856 ^With  regard  to  the  question  of  allowing  five  years'  residence  to 

confer  a  stttlement,  witness  has  not  considered  this  matter,  which  is  a  very  important 
one,  857,  858.  967,  968. 

Opinion  that  the  power  of  removal  should  be  abolished,  and  that  the  poor  should  be 
chargeable  whenever  they  become  destitute,  and  require  relief,  861-864.  919.  927.  967- 

969.  1033.  1^431  1044 Instance  of  sonie  settled  poor  in  the  Radford  union  having 

declined  to  leave  the  union,  although  offered  work  elsewhere,  865,^  866.  937-943 

Probability  of  an  increase  of  vibrancy  if  the  power  of  removal  were  abolished  ;  conside- 
ration hereon  of  the  tests  which  might  be  applied  by  boards  of  guardians  in  dealing  with 

vagrant  or  unfit  cases,  867-893. 970-975- 1033-1048 Ratepayers  do  not  know  much 

about  the  practice  of  the  guardians  in  administering  relief,  886.  961. 

Statement  at  to  the  practice  at  the  Nottingham  and  Radford  Unions,  in  dealing  with 
Irish  poor  who  became  chargeable ;  effect  of  the  threat  of  removal  in  causing  Irish 

paupers  to  quit  the  union,  905-936 ^Twofold  operation  of  the  power  or  dread  of 

removal,  905-908.  918,  919.  926 Facility  in  proving  claims   to  irremovability,  if 

the  period  of  residence  were  reduced  to  three  years,  945-953 Of  those  removed  from 

the  tladford  Union,  not  many  have  been  resident  for  four  and  a  half  years,  955-960 
Advantage  to  the  large  towns  if  a  three  years'  residence  were  adopted,  and  if  the  com- 
mon fund  were  differently  managed,  966.' 

Check  at  the  Nottingham  Union  upon  undue  relief  to  vagrants,  971-974 ^The 

Radford  Union  is  less  of  a  manufacturing  character  than  the  Nottingham  Union,  982- 

986 Further  expression  of  the  opinion  that  the  common  fund  should  be  based  on 

the  rateable  value  of  the  union,  988-990 Circumstance  of  the  common  fund  of  the 

Radford  Union  in  1858  having  been  larger  than  the  combined  charge  for  the  settled 
and  non-settled  paupers,  991-993. 

Further  evidence  as  to  the  benefit  to  certain  close  parishes  near  Nottingham, 
through  the  poor  being  obliged  to  reside  in  adjoining  parishes,  and  as  to  the  inequality 

of  the  rating  in  consequence,  994-1021 ^Witness  would  like  to  see  a  large  extension  01 

the  area  of  the  Radford  Union,  and  of  unions  i^entrally,  with  a  view  to  more  equal  rating 

1022-1032 Further  suggestions  as  to  the  tests  or  checks  to  be  applied  in  the  event 

of  settlement  being  abolished,  1033-1048. 

Paid  Guardians.    Probability,  if  union  rating  be  adopted,  of  its  being  necessary  to  have 

paid  guardians,  which  would  be  very  mischievous.  Darby  5806 A  system  of  paid 

guardians  would  network  well,  Lord  Redesdale  7217. 

Parochial  System.     Statement  as  to  the  less  careful  investigation  of  cases  chargeable  on 

the  common  fund  than  of  parochial  cases,  Lambert  88^90.  298-301.  358-367 Instead 

of  putting  the  irremovable  poor  on  the  common  fund,  it  woidd  be  better  that  each  parish 
should  bear  the  cost  of  its  own  poor,  that  is,  that  the  system  of  parochial  settlement 

should  be   resorted  to,  DdUon  5540-5552 ^Three  years*  residence  should  rain  a 

parochial  settlement  rather  than  a  union  settlement.  King  5644.  5653-5655 -lUustra- 

tion  in  the  case  of  witness's  parish  of  the  beneficial  operation  of  the  system  of  parochial 
management.   Darby  5790.  5807— —Importance  of  the  check  through  the  parochial 

guardian  upon  the  action  of  the  relieving  oflScer,  t6.  5807-5812 Further  evidence  as 

to  the  importarice  of  preserving  the  parochial  interest  in  the  poor,  which  would  be  lost 
under  union  rating,  ib.  6549-6562. 

Witness  strongly  disapproves  of  any  systemi  but  a  parochial  system,  or  a  chargeability 
upon  small  areas,  Xorcf.i2e(fe5da/e  7165  e^  «e^.—— -Better  working  of  the  Irremovable 
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Parochial  Syston— continued. 

Act  if  the  charge  incurred  by  irremovabili^  were  incurred  by  the  parish  instead  of  by  the 
union ;  much  greater  interest  taken  in  sucn  case  in  keeping  the  poor  off  the  rates,  Ijjird 

Medesdak  7  i6^j\6S.  7175-  7179-7181 Advantagesof  small  areasofrating  or  parochial 

chargeability,  further  adverted  to  as  tending  to  increase  employment  and  reduce  expen- 

diture,  ib.  7198.  7203,  7204.    7309-7217.    7225-7233 Probable  tendency  of  the 

parochial  system  to  check  the  circulation  of  labour,  ib.  7233.  ^ 

Decided  objection  to  union  rating  as  obviating  the  adrantage  of  the  interest  taken  in 
the  poor-law  administration  under  the  parochial  system;   illustration  in  the  case  of 

witness's  parish*  Daubwy  7306  et  seq. Advanti^  of  the  checks  under  the  system  of 

parochial  rating,  Steward  7437,  7438. 

See  also  Union  Rating. 

Peachy  Reverend  William.    (Analysis  of  his  Evidence.)— Vice-chairman  of  the  Chesterfield 

Board  of  Guardians,  3584-3586 ^There  are  thirty-four  parishes  in  the  union,  partly 

mining,  partly  agricultural,  and  partly  manufacturing;  particulars  hereon,  3587.3591- 

3626 ^There  is  much  dissatisfaction  on  account  uf  the  system  of  averages  upon  which 

the  common  fund  is  based  ;  explanation  on  this  subject  showing  that  several  close  parishes, 
where  there  are  few  proprietors,  are  unfairly  benefited,  to  the  injury  of  the  open  parishes 
where  the  labouring  poor  reside,  3588-3590.  3627  et  seg.  3688-3693.  3725-3728. 

Feeling  of  the  majority  of  the  Board  of  Guardians  of  the  union  in  favour  of  basing 

the  common  fund  upon  the  rateable  value,  3589.  3688-3694 Improvident  habiis  of 

the  mining  population  of  the  union,  3659-3667 Less  improvidence  of  those  who  have 

obtained  irremovability  by  five  years'  residence,  3668-3670 Practice  of  relief  in  the 

union ;  reluctance  to  apply  the  workhouse  test  when  there  is  real  destitution,  3674-3678. 

3686,3687 Unwilhngness  of  the  Irish  to  undergo  the  workhouse  test,  3678-3681 

Value  of  Irish  labour  to  the  district^  3682-3685. 

Approval  of  a  reduction  of  the  term  of  residence  to  three  years,  provided  the  cost  of 
the  irremovable  poor  were  distributed  according  to  the  rateaole  value ;  objection  other- 
wise, 3695-3712.  3748 Approval  of  the  settled  poor  remaining  a  charge  upon  the 

parish,  and  of  the  irremovable  poor  being  a  charge  upon  the  union,  3710.  3719-3722 

Approval  of  the  area  of  residence  being  extended  to  the  union  provided  the  charge  be 
according  to  the  rateable  value,  3713-3718. 

Necessity  of  an  uniform  principle  of  valuation,  if  the  rateable  value  be  taken  as  the 

basis  of  the  common  fund,  3723.  3738 Very  few  removals  of  Irish  poor  from  the 

Chesterfield  Union,  3724 Calculated  result  as  regards  different  parishes  in  the  union 

if  the  common  fund  were  based  upon  the  rateable  vdue ;  much  greater  equality  than  at 

present,  3729-3739 Explanation  as  to  the  decreased  value  of  some  of  the  mining 

parishes,  3740-3744- 

Undue  increase  of  charge  upon  the  parish  of  Chesterfield  if  the  irremovable  poor 

.residing  therein  were  charged  to  the  parish,  3745-3747.  3767-3771 Doubt  as  to  the 

expediency  of  a  conversion  of  union  irremovability  into  union  settlement,  3748-3750. 

3757-3766 Greater  vigilance  of  guardians  in  looking  after  the  administration  of  die 

common  fund  if  based  upon  the  rateable  value^  3751-3756. 

Phair,  Catherine.     Statement  by  this  pauper,  now  in  the  Cork  Union,  as  to  the  want  of 
accommodation  during  the  passage  from  London  to  Cork,  (/Shaughnessy  6239. 

Partsea  Island  Union.    The  Portsea  guardians  would  probably  object  to  a  reduction  of  the 
period  of  residence  to  three  years ;  opinion  that  such  change  would  greatly  increase  the 

irremovable  poor  in  the  union,  Gillham  4146-4155.4213-4230 Considerable  influx 

of  labourers  to  Portsea  for  the  public  works ;  extent  of  burden  upon  the  rates  in  respect 

of  these,  t6.  4149-4162 There  are  a  good  many  Irish  tramps  in  addition  to  the  Irish 

labourers;  willingness  of  the  latter  to  work,  ib,  4159-4161.  4174-4177. 

Practice  of  the  guardians  in  administering  rehef ;  extent  to  which  the  workhouse  test 

is  put  in  force,  Giuham  4162.  4172-4175.  4197-4212 Practice  in  carrying  out  Irish 

removals;  very  few  such  removals,  ib.  4163-4171 Orders  of  removal  are  obtained  in 

open  court,    ib.  4178,  4179 Character  respectively  of  Portsmouth  and    Poi-tsea 

parishes;  relative  charge  in  respect 'of  the  poor,  ib.  4180-4195 Large  amount  of 

Government  property  not  rated  to  the  union,  io.  4195,  4196. 

Potter,  Henry.    (Analysis  of  his  Evidence.)— Vice-chairman  of  the  West  London  Union, 

6788 Complaint  that  poor  removed  by  the  union  to  Ireland  receive  money  at  the 

Irish  port,  ana  are  again  sent  back,  and  become  chargeable  (o  the  union,  6789 
Details  relative  to  the  case  of  Anne  Twist,  removed  with  her  three  children  to  Cork  by  the 
West  London  Union,  and  again  sent  back  to  London ;  obstacle  to  again  removing  her,  as 
she  refused  to  be  sworn;  circumstance  of  the  West  London  guardians  having  given  her 
some  money,  so  that  she  is  not  now  in  the  workhouse,  6789  et  $eq. 

Statement  that  there  are  hundreds  of  cases  of  removed  paupers  sent  back  from  Ireland 
to  London  at  the  eipense  of  parties  in  Ireland,  or  else  chargeable  because  the  magistrates 
will  not  grant  orders  for  their  removal ;  explanation  hereon,  6789.  6888.  6902  et  teq. 

agg.  3  Y  Frequent 


Digitized  by 


Google 


531  POT  P  O  W 

Report,  i86o--eaiiltiiii«L 

JPbtUrj  Henry.    (Analysis  of  his  Evidence)-— tfontintteif. 

Frequtot  rtfmil  by  the  Oity  msgifttniteB  to  grant  orders  for  the  remoral  of  Irish  poor 
fltMD  Hbm  West  Londofi  Union,  so  that  altbougii  they  have  not  acqaired  irremovability 
they  remain  chargeable  to  the  union,  690^*6914.  Ggso-Ggsj^^^-^Considerable  cost  to  the 
vnion  on  aocotmt  of  the  irremovable  poor,  6915.  7015. 

Witness  is  in  favour  of  aboUshin?  all  removals  which  he  considers  a  cruelty  to  the 

poor,  6915 Unequal  operation  of  the  law  in  the  West  London  Union,  two  of  the 

parishes  in  which  are  altnost  exempt  from  payment  to  the  common  fund ;  advantage 

nereon  of  an  extended  area  of  rating,  6915-36917.  6961-6968.  7006-7014 Opinion 

that  the  poor  should  be  chargeable5  and  should  be  relieved  wherever  they  are  found 

destitute,  6949-6953 In  the  event  of  chargeability  wherever  destitution  arises,  the 

area  of  rating  should  be  extended  to  the  union,  or  rather  to  the  county,  6954,6955.  6959. 
6996. 

The  area  of  chargeability  for  parishes  in  the  City  should  be  extended  over  the  whole 

City,  6956-6958 Importance  of  guarding  a^inst  centralization,  6959 Exemption 

of  certain  property  in  the  West  London  Union  from  charge  for  the  poor,  6960-6^62 

Expediency  of  all  ihe  property  in  the  union  contributing  in  fair  proportions  towards  the 
cost  of  the  irremovable  poor,  6963-6968.  7006-7014. 

Consideration  of  the  management  of  the  expenditure  in  the  event  of  county  rating; 
nature  of  the  security  a^inst  carelessness  or  extravagance,  696 9-6995 Great  improve- 
ment if  the  chargeability  were  made  to  extend  over  the  union,  so  that  there  might  be 
uniformity  of  charge,  6996-6999-^ — Improvement  if  irremovability  were  obtainable  by 

three  years'  residence,  6998-7003 In  cases  where  the  settlement  cannot  be  ascertained, 

or  where  removability  cannot  be  oarried  out,  the  charge  should  be  on  the  common  fund 
of  the  union,  7002-7005. 

Power  J  A  Ifred.    (Analysis  of  his  Evidence.) — ^The  Irremovable  Act  has  probably  had  some 

part  in  the  diminution  of  removals  to  Ireland,  4820-4822.  4829-4833 Doubt  as  to  the 

Act  having  had  any  effect  in  Ireland  in  inducini;  the  labouring  class  to  come  to  England, 

4823-4829 There  is  considerable  hardship  involved  in  the  removal  from  this  country 

of  Irish  lon^  resident  there,  4834-4836.  4939-4941.  4947 Exceeding  hardship  in  the 

actual  practice  of  removal,  on  account  of  the  sufferings  during  the  sea  passage  and  the 
destitution  and  privation  after  landing,  4837-4844.  4937-4947. 

Great  difficulty  through  the  law  not  being  the  ^ame  in  both  countries ;  opinion  that 
the  best  mode  of  meeting  this  difficulty  is  by  an  abolition  of  the  English  law  of  settlement 

and  removal,  4845-4850.  4972.  5023 Advantage  if  the  parish  reraovin/^  the  pauper 

took  charge  of  him  not  merely  to  the  seaport  but  to  the  parish  where  he  was  born,  4850- 

4858.  4946-4948.  4979-4981 ^The  reauction  of  the  period  of  residence  to  three  years 

would  be  a  great  improvement,  but  difficulties  would  probablv  be  offered  by  the  parish 
officers  so  as  to  sbifl  the  burden,  4859-4864.  4973,  4974*  4989. 

Importance  of  an  extension  of  the  area  of  residence  and  chargeability  to  the  union; 
beneficial  management  of  the  funds  if  there  were  union  rating,  4065,  4866.  4878-4884. 

4984-4996.  5022 There  need  be  no  apprehension  of  an  undue  influx  of  Irish  to  this 

country  in  the  event  of  the  total  abolition  of  the  law  of  settlement  and  removal ;  great 
improvement  in  Ireland  of  late  years^  and  ^reat  dimination  of  pauperism  there  advened 
to  hereon,  4867-4871.  4907-4936---— Evidence  upon  the  subject  of  the  reduction  of  the 
area  ^f  the  electoral  districts  in   Ireland ;  objects  and  effect  thereof,  4872-4906.  5026- 

5028 Supervision  exercised  in  Ireland  over  the  affairs  respectively  of  an  electoral 

division  and  of  the  union  at  large;  similar  treatment  of  the  piupers  of  each,  4894-4900. 

4084-4988 The  great  cause  of  the  rednced  pauperism  in  Ireland  was  ihe  extension 

or  workhouse  accommodation,  4901,  4902. 

Strong  feeling  excited  in  Ireland  in  consequence  of  the  hardship  and  supposed  injustice 

of  the  practice  oK  removal,  4937-4947 Approval  of  the  provisions  of  Mr.  Baines*s  Bill 

of  1856  relative  to  forwarding  Irish  poor  to  their  proper  parishes,  4949-4951 State- 
ment showing  the  obstacles  under  the  present  law  to  the  prosecution  of  appeals  against 
improper  removals,  4949. 4952-4960— —Amendment  under  the  Bill  of  1856  of  the  system 
of  appeal,  4949-4951-  4961-4964- 

I  Injustice  in  there  being  no  reciprocal  power  in  Ireland  to  remove  Scotch  or  English 
poor;  explanation  that  this  power  is  not  desired,  4964-4971 Approval  that  when  irre- 
movability has  once  been  gained  it  should  not  be  lost  until  it  has  been  a^^ain  acquired, 
4975-497^^4983^ — -Small  amount  of  out-door  relief  in  Ireland,  the  recipients  liemg  the 
aged  and  infirm,  4997-5004. 

Inequality  of  the  rates  in  different  electoral  districts  in  Ireland ;  belief  that  steps  are 
not  now  taken  by  landlords  to  shift  the  burden  by  removing  the  labourers'  cottage^ 

5005-5021 Extensive  and  liberal  system  of  medical  out-door  relief  in  Ireland,  5024, 

5025 Certain  omissions  from  the  Bill  of  1856,  which  it  is  desirable  to  supply,  5030- 

^032 Practice  in  Ireland  as  lo  chargeability  respectively  to  the  electoral  diviston  or  to 

the  union  at  large,  5033. 
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Madford  Union.  Benefit  to  thepoor  in  the  Radford  Union  by  the  law  conferring  irremovability 

after  five  years'  residence,  Page  674-676 Particulars  relative  to  ihe  proportions  paid 

towards  the  common  fund  of  the  union  by  each  of  the  twelve  parishes  therein;  unduly 
large  proportion  paid  bv  Radford  parish,  ib.  686-693.  703.  70gh-723*  750-755.  788-79O 
Advantage  if  the  area  of  the  union  were  extended  so  as  to  comprise  WoUaton,  or  Notting- 
ham Park,  tfc,  692.  792-805.  1022-1 032r Instance  of  some  settled  por»r  in  the  union 

having  declined  to  leave  it  although  offered  work  elsewhere,  ib.  865,  866.  937-943. 

Of  those  removed  from  Radford  Union  not  many  have  been  resident  for  four  and  a  half 

years,  Page  955-960 ^The  Radford  Union  is  less  of  a  manufacturing  character  than 

the  Nottingham  Union,  t6. 982-986 Circumstance  of  the  common  fund  of  tlie  Radford 

Union  in  1858,  ha%ing  been  larger  than  the  combined  charge  for  the  settled  aod  non- 
settled  paupers,  ib.  99i*-993. 

Great  increase  in  the  value  of  property  at  Radford,  and  great  decrease  in  the  rate 

Ser  pound  under   the    operation  of  the  Irremovable  Act;  tabular  statemeiu   hereon, 
inight  6737^6747. 

Mate  in-Aid.  Objection  to  a  district  rate-in*aid  as  a  means  of  aseiftaiice  in  cases  of 
unusual  loca   pressure,  Moore  2716,  2717. 

In  conjunction  with  the  proposal  that  the  irrenK)vable  poor  who  had  resided  for  five 
years  should  be  parochial  paupers,  witnats  suggests  the  adoption  of  the  system  of  a  rate- 
in*  aid  as  a  means  of  preventing  undue  burden  upon  particular  parishes ;  authorities  cited 
in  support  of  this  proposition,  Knight  6780-6787. 

Evidence  in  favour  of  a  rate-in-aid,  with  suggestions  as  to  the  circumstances  and  con- 
ditions under  which  it  should  be  resorted  to,  Estcourt  7036-7048. 

Mateable  VaUe»    See  Common  Fund. 

Hatepayers.  Ratepayers  do  not  know  much  about  the  practice  of  guardians  in  administer- 
ing relief.  Page  886.  961. 

Mating.     See  Area  ofMatmg.  Common  Fund.  County  Mate.  National  Mate 

Parochial  System.         Union  Mating.         Valuation  or  Assessment. 

Meading.  Statistics  relative  to  the  close  and  open  parishes  at  Reading,  showing  the 
amount  of  decrease  in  each  case  in  the  rates  paid  for  the  relief  of  the  poor ;  practice 
of  pulling  down  colleges  in  the  dose  parishes  adverted  to  hereon,  Kn^^ht  6723,  6724. 

Medesdale,  The  Sight  Honourable  the  Lord.  (Analysis  of  his  Evideace.)«^Has  been  chaii^ 
man  since  1836  of  the  union  of  Shipston-K>n-Stour,  and  has  taken  considerable  interest 

in  the  administration  of  the  Poor  Laws,  7160,   7161 The  Poor  Law  system  has 

operated  very  well  in  the  union  ;  the  rates  are  lower  and  the  working  clases  are  better  off, 

716*2-7164 Witness  strongly  disapproves  of  any  system  but  a  parochial  system,  or  a 

chargeabiUty  upon  small  areas,  7165  fC  seq* 

Better  working  of  the  Irremovable  Act  if  the  charge  incurred  by  irremovability 
were  incurred  by  the  parish  instead  of  by  the  union ;  much  greater  interest  taken  in 

such  case  in  keeping  the  poor  off  the  rates,  7166-7168.  7t75.  7179-7181 Injustice  in 

the  transfer  of  burden  from  one  property  to  another,  if  union  rating  were  adopted,  7 1 60-7 1 74 

Absence  of  injustice  to  town  panshes  to  the  benefit  of  rural  or  close  parishes  in  con* 

sequence  of  the  law  as  the  mode  of  raising  the  common  fund,  7175-7178.  7182.  7191- 
7197-  7273-7284. 

Improbability  of  steps  being  taken  to  prevent  five  years*  residence  in  the  same  way- 
that  ODstacles  were  formerly  thrown  in  the  way  of  settlement  by  hiring  and  service,  7182* 
7190--' — ^Absence  of  injustice  to  open  parishes  as  compared  with  close  parishes  under 

the  present  system,  7102.  7196.  7273-7293 Way  in  which  the  present  system  of 

Boards  of  Guardians  operates  very  beneficially  in  the  administration  of  relief;  illustration 

in  I  he  case  of  witness's  union,  7198-7208.  7216-7218 Advantages    of    small  areas 

of  rating,  or  parochial  chargeability,  further  adverted  to  as  tending  to  increase  employ- 
ment, and  reduce  expenditure,  7198.  7203,  7204.  7209-7217.  7225-7233. 

Importance  of  the  power  of  refusing  out-door  relief;  check  hereby  under  a  system  of 

union  rating,  7220-7228 Probable  tendency  of  the  parochial  system  to  check  the 

circulation  of  labour,  7233 Disapproval  of  the  present  law  of  settle  ment  and  irremov- 
ability, and  suggestions  with  a  view  to  removing  the  distinction  between  tite  two,  and  to 
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Redudale,  The  Right  Hmumrabk  the  Lord.    (Analysis  of  fait  Evidence)-rCMKtfiiMd 

the  adopUon  of  new  means  for  acquiring  settlement,  7^3*  7238-7256.  7268— ^ew 
removals  from  witness's  nuion,  7234*7237. 

Doubt  as  the  necessity  of  sending  Irish  poor  direct  to  their  own  parishes,  7257-7262 

Question  of  abolising  Irish  removals  aaveited  to ;  instances  of  Irish  poor  being  sent 

to  England  for  the  sake  of  relief  adverted  to  hereon,  7263-7268 Question  as  to 

placing  the  charge  for  lunatics    upon  the  common  fund ;  witness  sees  some  advantage 

therein  and  no  great  objection  thereto,  7269-7272 DiflTerent  character  of  the  parishes 

in  witness's  union ;  reduced  rates  in  all  the  parishes  under  the  system  of  assessment  for 
the  common  fund,  7273-7293. 

Begistratian  of  Births  (Ireland).  Improvement  \f  there  were  a  registration  of  births  in 
Ireland,  JiTGee  4368.  4371-4375 ;  M*Farlane  4785,  4786. 

Melieving  Officers.  Where  the  law  is  strictly  applied  the  relieving  oflScers  can  undertake 
more  extended  districts;  number  of  officers  in  Aston  and  in  Birmingham  adverted  to 
hereon,  Lvmby  3523-3526. 

Renuwal,  Law  of.  Opinion  that  the  power  of  removal  should  be  abolished,  and  that  the 
poor  should  be  chargeable  wherever  they  become  destitute  and  require  relief,  Page  861- 

864.  919.  927.  967-969.  1033.  1043,  1044;  Carder  ii^o  et  seq. Twofold  operation 

of  the  power  or  dread  of  removal.  Page  905-908.  918,  919.  926 Instances  of  great 

hardship  to  the  labouring  poor  on  account  of  the  rights  of  removal,  Corder  1062.  1142, 

1143.  1239-1242.  1251 Feeling  among  clerks  to  boards  of  guardians  in  favour  of  the 

abolition  of  removal,  ib.  1163-1165.  1215 ^Tendency  of  orders  of  removal  to  increase 

rather  than  to  diminish  pauperism,  ib.  1 165. 

Witness  would  not  abolish  the  power  of  removal,  Coxon  1509 Strus^frles  of  the 

labouring  poor  in  order  to  acquire  irremovability.  Maples  i828<*i84i ^Witness  does 

not  attacn  much  importance  to  the  power  of  removal,  Uf.  1839 Injurious  operation  of 

removals,  Moore  2393 — —Strong  dislike  of  the  poor  to  the  law  of  removal.  Holmes  402  2, 
4023. 

Pending  the  proposed  repeal  of  the  laws  of  settlement  and  removal,  witness  suggests 

sundry  checks  upon  undue  removal,  M^Gee  4248 Reference  to  a  petition,  numer* 

ously  signed,  which  has  been  presented  to  the  Hcuse  of  Commons  by  witness  in  favour 

of  amending  the  present  cruel  law,  Jif^JSruife  4465-4468 Complaint  that  the  present 

law  of  removal  acts  very  harshly ;  cases  in  illustration^  MacFarlane  4534  et  seq. The 

provisions  of  the  Bill  brought  into  the  House  of  Commons  in  1858  would,  to  a  con- 
siderable extent,  obviate  the  evils  of  the  present  law,  ib.  5034-5039 Witness  is  in 

favour  of  abolishing  all  removak  which  he  considers  a  cruelty  to  the  poor.  Potter  6gi^ 
The  practive  of  removal  should  still  continue,  Estcourt  7073,  7074. 

Opinion  of  the  Committee  that  the  laws  of  !>ettlement  and  removal  should  receive  the 
early  attention  of  the  Legislature,  Rep.  p.  iv. 

See  also  Cireulatum  of  Labour.        Five  Years*  Residence.         Ireland.        Irish  Poor. 
Irremovability.         Settlement.        Three  Years*  Residence. 

Renting  a  Tenement.  Except  by  renting  a  lof.  tenement,  an  Irishman  cannot  obtain  a 
settlement  in  England  ;  it  is  very  rarely  thus  acquired,  Lambert  587-589.  615-620. 

Residence.    Benefit  to  the  labouring  poor  as  well  as  to  the  parishes  generally  if  there  were 

Sreater  facilities  for  acquiring  irremovability  by  a  reduction  of  the  period  of  residence, 
taples  1724-1736.  1842-1844.  1852-1855 Improvement  if  there  were  a  reduction  of 

the  period  of  residence  conferring  irremovability,  Wright  3221 Objection  to  a  reduction 

of  the  period  of  residence  as  tending  to  union  rating.  Darby  5787, 5788. 

See  also  Area  of  Residence.        Break  of  Residence.         Five  Years*  Residence.       Ome 
Year's    Residence.  Settlement.  Three   Yeaxi   Residence.  Two    Years^ 

Residence. 

Royston  Union.    Royston  Union  comprises  twenty-nine  parishes,  all  agricultural,  Wright 

3005-3007 Beneficial  operation  of  the  Irremovable  Act  in  the  union  ;  decrease  ramar 

tiian  increase  in  the  total  poor,  {6.3011-3019 ^The  irremovable  poor  are  probably  about 

one-twentieth  of  the  entire  number,  ib.  3020-3028 The  parishes  in  the  town  of  Royston 

contain  an  undue  number  of  irremovable  poor  who  work  in  adjoining  parishes,  ib.  3029-^ 

3043 Statement  that  the  parishes  in  Koyston  Union  and  in  neighbouring  unions  con^ 

tribute  to  the  common  fund  in  proportion  to  their  rateable  value,  whether  there  are  any 
irremovable  poor  in  them  or  not,  ib.  3044-3076.  3129  et  seq. 

Practice  of  witness,  as  relieving  officer,  in  considering  applications  for  relief  and  in 

affording  relief,  Wright  3077-3085 Number  of  tramps  and  vacrants,  and  mode  of 

dealing  with  them ;  improvement  if  a  labour  test  were  applied  in  these  cases,  ib.  3086— 

3120.  3217-3220.  3222-3226 System  of  non-resident   relief  to   poor  belonging  to 

other  parishes,  Royston  Union  also  paying  for  some  of  its  poor  residen    in  other  unions^ 

tJ.  3124-3128 Hereditary  character  of  some  of  the  poor  in  Royston  Union,  ib.  3176» 
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Ratfsion  Union — continued, 

3176 Moral  and  physical  improvement  of  late  years  in  the  character  of  the  local  poor^ 

TFr^Ar  3177-3182. 

Doubt  as  to  any  increase  of  pauperism  in  Royston  Union  if  removals  were  done  away 
with ;  feeling  of  the  Board  of  Guardians  on  the  subject,  Wriffht  3194-3209.  3221-3226 
— -—Character  of  the  attendance  of  the  guardians  at  the  meetings  of  the  Board,  ii.  32lo- 
32l6. 

Stateraent  showing  the  operation  of  the  Irremovable  Act  in  two  close  parishes  dn  the 
motion,  Knight  6713. 

Total  of  463  vagrants  relieved  in  the  union  during  the  year  ended  Lady-day  i860,  the 
cost  of  maintenance  being  9/.  17^.  16?.,  App.  p.  458. 

jRuddingtan  Parish  {BcLsford  Union).     Fair  contribution   of  Ruddington   parish  to  the 

common  fund  of  Basford  Union,  Burrows  3816-3820 Irremovability  obtained  in 

Ruddington,  &c.  by  several  families  who  have  removed  thither  from  their  settlement 
parishes^  in  which  they  have  ceased  to  be  chargeable,  t&.  3821-3835. 

S- 

St.  Andrew\  Uolborn.  Burthen  upon  this  parish  through  the  chargeability  of  many 
persons  not  having  a  legal  settlement  therein.  Potter  6918. 

Si.  Saviour*8  Union  (Southwark).  Effect  of  the  Irremovable  Act  in  St.  Savour's  Union 
largely  to  increase  the  cost  of  the  irremovable  poor,  whilst  the  cost  of  settled  poor  has 

largely  decreased  since  the  Act,  Blake  2147-2166 Large  immigration  of  labour  into 

Su  Saviour's  and  Christchurch  parishes  from  other  parts  of  London,  especially  of  Irish, 
and  burden  thrown  thereby  upon  the  union  in  times  of  depression,  ib.  2157-2169  ■  — 
Objections  of  the  guardians  of  St.  Saviour's  Union  to  a  reduction  of  the  period  of  residence 
to  three  years  as  tending  largely  to  increase  the  charge  for  irremovable  poor,  ib.  2170- 

2174.  2201-2207.  2309-2326 Practice  of  the  guardians  in  dealing  with  Irish  and 

other  poor  in  reference  to  their  removal  or  relief  in  the  workhouse;  good  effect  of  the 
workhouse  test,  ib.  2174-2196.  2263  et  seq. 

Objection  by  the  guardians  to  an  abolition  of  the  power  of  removal  ;  concurrence 

therein,  Blake  2175.  2234-2240. 2257-2263.  2308 Way  in  which  the  removal  of  Irish 

is  carried  out  from  St.  Saviour's  Union,  ib.  2197-2200 Explanation  relative  to  the 

proportion  in  which  the  two  parishes  of  the  union  pay  to  the  common  fund,  ib.  2208- 
^223 Burden  upon  St.  Saviour's  Union  through  the  relief  of  casual  poor;  inexpe- 
diency hereon  of  a  system  of  irremovability,  ib.  2235-2257. 

Practice  as  to  the  inquiry  by  the  relieving  officers  of  St.  Saviour's  into  applications  for 
relief;  supervision  exercised  by  the  Board  of  Guardians  as  to  the  mode  and  character  of 

the  relief  to  be  given,  Blahe  2263-2289 Rule  not  to  relieve  non-resident  poor,  ib.  2290 

Many  of  the  lower  classes  of  St.  Saviour's  doubtless  remove  into  other  parishes  and 

acquire  irremovability  there,  ib.  2291-2294 Few  removals  from  the  union  to  Ireland 

as  compared  with  English  removals,  ib.  2304-2306— —The  poor-rates  in  St.  Saviour's 
are  4s.  in  the  pound,  tb.  2334>  2335. 
SaliAury.     Particulars  relative  to  the  effect  of  the  Irremovable  Act  in  Salisbury ;  consequent 
increase  of  the  rates  to  the  extent  of  between  400  L  and  500  /.  a  year,  Lambert  3-29. 

Salkeld,  Thomas.    (Analysis  of  his  Evidence.) —Magistrate  of  Cumberland;  has  taken  a 

great  interest  in  poor-law  administration,  5876-5879 Was  for  some  time  chairman  of 

of  the  Carlisle  Union,  5880— —Statement  to  the  effect  that  under  the  present  law  the 
rates  of  witness's  parish,  in  the  Carlisle  Union,  have  been  increased  more  than  200  per 
cent;  causes  of  this,  5881-5898— — Injurious  effects  attributed  to  the  large  area  of  the 
unions ;  better  supervision  and  more  interest  in  the  poor  if  the  areas  of  unions  were 
smaller^  5896. 

Scotland.    Advantage  of  the  regulations  of  the  Board  of  Supervision  in  Scotland  with  a 

view  to  Irish  paupers  being  removed  to  their  proper  parish,  M^Gee  4303-4307 

Opinion  as  to  the  difficulty  to  an  Irishman  of  retaining  a  settlement  in  Scotland,  ib.  4308- 

4313.1^ 

Sea-parts.    See  Agents  {Sea^ports).        Irish  Poor,  6,  6.  8.  18. 

Settled  Poor.  Circumstance  of  the  irremovable  poor  being  relieved  out  of  the  common 
fund  of  the  union,  whilst  the  settled  poor  are  charged  upon  their  own  parish,  Lambert 
go-87 Better  investigation  in  the  case  of  claims  to  settlement  than  of  claims  to  irre- 
movability, ib.  88-90.  298-301.  358-367 Approval  of  the  settled  poor  being  a  charge 

upon  the  parish,  and  the  irremovable  or  unsettled  poor  being  a  charge  upon  the  union^ 
Peach  3710.  3719-3722 ;  Estcourt  7024.  7036. 
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Settlement.     Consideratinn  of  the  (question  as  to  the  acquisition  of  •attleoieot,  or  the  refceo-^ 
lion  pf  irremovability,  in  any  parish  by  five  years'  resiaence,  Lambert  335--34S.  456-472 

Difiicutty  in  esiablishing  tlie  question  of  residence  in  the  event  of  settlmient  being 

acquired  thereby,  and  being  claimed  afier  some  years  absence ;  advantage  in  the  acqui- 
Bition  of  settlement  by  residence  being  refj^istered  at  the  time,  ib.  538-S50  ■  -Adults 
cannot  now  acquire  a  settlement  except  bv  rentine  a  tenement  of  10  /  ,  ib.  587-689—— 
Abolition  of  settlement  by  apprenticeship,  tb.  635-637. 

Recommendation  that  ihe  law  of  settlement  be  abolished,  and  that  the  poor  bechar^- 
able  and  relieved  wherever  they  are  found  destitute,  Page  861*864.  919.  927.  967-969. 

1033.  1043,  1044  ;  Corder  1140  et  $eq. Reference  to  ihe  casecf  R^na  v.  Thornton 

as  showing  how  easily  a  settlement  may  now  be  gained  under  certain  circumstaaceb ; 

inference  therefrom,  Corder  1211,  1212 Statement  with  reference  to  the  expediency 

of  a  settlement  being  obtained  by  a  certain  period  of  residence,  Carder  1245,  1246.  1325; 

Cuxon  1394-1429.  1437.  1440-1445.  1510-1512 Approval  of  greater  facilities  for 

obtaining  a  settlement,  Maples  1842-1844 Doubt  as  to  the  expediency  of  abolishing 

the  law  of  settlement,  Chamberlain  1922. 

Question  as  to  the  expediency  of  a  conversion  of  union  irremovability  into  union  settle- 
ment, Peach  3748-3750.  3757-3766 Recommendf^d  repeal  of  the  laws  of  settlement  and 

removal,  M^Gee  4248.  4376. 4390.  4426,  4427 Great  difficulty  through   the  law  not 

being  the  same  in  Ireland  and  England ;  opinion  that  the  mode  of  meeting  this  difficulty 
is  by  an  abolition  of  ihe  English  law  of  settlement  and  removal,  Power  4845-4850.4972. 

5023 Evidence  in  favour  of  a  parochial  settlement  being  conferred   by  five  y^una^ 

residence ;  statement  hereon  as  to  the  inferiority  of  irremovability  to  settlement,  Kuight 
6760-6768. 

Gradual  relaxation  since  the  time  of  Charles  sd  of  the  restrictions  upon  the  acquisition 

of  settlement,  j&/caier^  702ft Proposition   that  in  lieu  of  irremovability  1  tie  cod  form 

of  parochial  settlement  be  adopted  ;  grounds  for  preferring  parochial  settlement  to  union 

settlement,  i6.  7022.  7060-7067 Proposition  that  settlement  be  gained  by  a  continuous 

employment  or  residence  of  120  or  130  weeks,  •6.  7022-7035.  7068,  7069 Grounds  for 

objecting  to  union  settlement  further  adverted  to,  ib.  7043.  7059-7061 The  Irish  and 

Scotch  should  obtain  a  settlement  in  England,  in  the  >ame  way  as  English  poor,  ib.  7057, 
7058— —Those  irremovable  poor  now  on  the  common  fund  should  not  be  affected  by  the 
proposed  system  of  acquiring  settlement,  which  should  be  prospective,  ib.  7083. 

Disapproval  of  the  present  law  of  settlement  and  irremovability,  and  suffgei^ous  with  a 
view  to  removing  the  distinction  between  the  two,  and  to  the  adoption  of  new  meana  for 

acquiring  settlement.  Lord  RedeidaU  7233-   7238-7256.  7268 Undue  increase  of 

burden  upon  particular  parishes  and  undue  relief  to  other  parishes  if  residence  gave  a 

parochial  settlement,  Steward  7457-7460.  7474-7486.  7499 Opinion  that  the  law  of 

settlement  is  operating  fairly,  ib.  7461. 

Opinion  of  the  Committee  that  the  laws  of  settlement  and  removal  should  receive  the 
early  attention  of  the  Legislature,  Rep.  p.  iv. 

See  also  Ireland.        Parochial  System.         Tkreee  Years^  Residence.       Union  Rating. 

Skackell,  Margaret.     Illustration  in  the  case  of  this  pauper,  now  in  the  Cork  Union,  of  the 
great  liardship  of  the  practice  of  removal  to  Ireland,  O' SAaughnetsy  6236-6239. 

Sheehan,  Barrj/.    (Analysis  of  his  Evidence.) — Merchant  at  Cork,  5899, 5900 Extremely 

wretched  condition  of  some  paupers  removed  from  London  to  Cork  whom  witoetssaw  abotti 
two  years  since  on  the  quay  at  Cork  after  they  had  landed  from  the  London  steamer ; 
they  were  miserably  clad,  were  seemingly  half  starved,  and  there  w«8  no  one  to  take  care 
of  them,  5901  et  seq, — ^Instances  of  the  guardians  at  Cork  privately  contriboth^  tosend 
English  paupers  from  the  Cork  workhouse  to  England,  5931-6934 Witness  has  fre- 
quently i^een  people  in  a  very  de«<titute  state  on  arrival  at  Cork  after  removal  from  En^and, 
6936-6941-  6969- 

Skipeton^m'Stour  Union.     The  pc>or»law  system  has  operated  very  well  in  this  union ;  the 

ratts  are  lower,  and  the  working  classes  are  better  off,  Lord  Aedesdale  7162-7164 

Few  removals  from  the  union,  i&,  7234-7237 Different  character  of  the  parishes  in 

the  union;  reduced  rates  in  all  ihe  parishes  under  the  present  system  of  aasessoMBt  ibr 
the  common  fund,  ib.  7273-7293. 

Sickness.     Means  in   rural  districts  for  providing   against   chargeability  on  the  score  of 
sickness ;  probable  reasons  why  such  provision  is  not  made,  Lambert  489-492. 
See  also  Benefit  Societies.      '  Medical  Relief. 

Spalding  Union.     Spalding  Union  comprises  nine  parishes,  all  of  which,  except  Spalding, 

are  of  an  agricultural  character,  Maples  1629-1634 Complaint  as  to  the  hardship  upon 

Snalding  parish  in  having  to  support  the  pauperism  of  labouiers  who  reside  therein,  out 
whose  labi'Ur  is  given  to  the  adjoining  district  ot  Deeping  Fen,  ib.  1635  et  seq. Advan- 
tage to  Spald'ng  if  Deeping  Fen  were  assessed  to  the  union  fund,  and  if  all  the  rural 
parishes  in  the  union  paid  to  the  common  fund  according  to  their  rateable  value ;  this 

would 
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would  doubtless  be    objected  to  by  them^  Maples  1690-1708.  1716-1703 Reduced 

number  of  removals  from  the  union,  ih.  1709-1714.  1798—^ — IroporUnce  of  Irish  kboar 
for  agricultural  purposes  in  the  neighbourhood  of  Spalding ;  scarcity  of  labour  for  the  last 
year  or  two,  ih.  1748-1756.  1848-1854. 

Extent  of  advantage  to  Spalding  by  the  expenditure  therein  of  wages  earned  in  Deeping 

Fen  ;  increased  value  of  property  in  each  case,  Maples  1757-1788 Particulars  as  to 

the  charges  in  Spalding  on  account  of  settled  poor  and  of  irremovable  poor  for  several 
years  past;  decrease  in  the  former  case  and  increase  in  ihe  latter,  ib.  1789,  1790.  1806- 

1810/1845-1847 Prevalence  formerly  of  ague  at  Spalding ;  effect  of  any  return  thereof 

in  increasing  the  poor  relief,  ib.  1798-1805 Application  of  the  workhouse  test  adverted 

to;  effect  thereof,  ib.  1820-1825.  1838,  1839. 

Effect  of  a  three  years^  residence  to  increase  the  irremovable  poor,  Maples  1826,  1887 

Effect  of  the  good  wages  in  the  district  in  providing  a  sufficiency  of  labour,  ib.  1 856- 

1858 Undi^  charge  upon  Spaldins:  parish  if  irremovability  were  converted  into 

paroobial  settlement,  ib.  1859,  1860— Explanation  in  connexion  with  the  assessm<fnt  in 

the  parish  of  Spalding,  ib.  1866-1869. 1871-1877 About  one  fourth  of  the  irremovable 

poor  of  the  whole  union  live  in  Spalding,  ib.  1870. 

See  also  Deeping  Fen. 

Statistics.  Inconvenience  under  the  present  law  in  regard  to  procuring  returns  and  statistics 
from  single  parishes  not  in  union,  Moore  2718-2728. 

StaveUy  Parish  {Chesterfield  Union).  Way  in  which  the  system  of  basine  the  common 
fund  upon  the  averages  operates  very  unfairly  in  exempting  this  parbh  from  its  proper 
burden,  Peach  $649-3664. 

Staythorpe  Parish  {Southwell  Union).  Undue  burden  upon  the  parish  of  Staythorpe  on 
account  of  the  common  fund  being  levied  upon  the  system  of  averages,  Lambert  102-1091 

Steward^  The  Rev.  Frank.  (Analysis  of  his  Evidence.) — Chairman  of  the  fiosmer^  and 
Claydon  Union,  which  is  almost  entirely  ngricultural,  7413-7416— Beneficial  opera- 
tion of  the  law  of  irremovability  in  the  union,  7417-7419— —Unequal  and  unfair  operation 
in  the  unioii  of  the  system  of  raising  the  common  fund  according  t>  the  averages;  several 
pansheii  unduly  injuied  thereby  to  the  benefit  of  other  parishes,  7420-7436.  7442  it  seq. 
--*- Advantage  of  the  checks  under  the  system  of  parochial  rating,  7437,  7438. 

Improvement  if,  conditionally,  the  period  of  residence  were  reduced  from  five  to 
three  years,  7439.  7501,  7502 The  common  fund  should  be  based  upon  the  rate- 
able value,  7440,  7445-7448.  7465-7473.  7496-7498 All  the  parishes  in  each  union 

should  be  rated  and  valued  upon  the  same  principle,  7441  •  75DO— Decrease  of  rates 
throughout  witness's  union  through  there  being  no  superabundant  labour,  7442,  7443. 
7462-7464. 

Undue  increase  of  burden  upon  particular  parishes,  nnd  undue  relief  to  other  parishes 

if  resiflence  ^ave  a  parochial  settlement,  7457-7460.  7474-7486.  7409 Opinion  that 

the  law  of  settlement  is  operating  fairly,  7461 General  feeling  of  the  guardians  of 

witness's  union  that  it  would  be  fairer  to  base  the  commcm  fund  upon  the  rateable  value; 

some  of  the  parishes  would  not  like  the  change,  7487-7495 Improvement  if  the  cost 

of  lunatic  poor  were  thrown  upon  the  common  fund,  7503-7505* 

JSteyning  Union.     Steyning  Union  comprises  twenty-three  parishes,  several  of  which  are 

town  parishes  and  several  agricultural,  Medland  5078.  5081-5085 ^The  Irremovable 

Act  operatt's  \ery  unequal W  and  unfairly  in  the  union,  ib.  5086  et  seq. Evidence 

showing  that  on  account  of  the  system  of  averages  upon  which  the  common  fund  is 
based  Steyning  and  other  parishes  are  unduly  burdened,  whilst  other  parishes  in  which 
there  are  scarcely  any  resident  poor  are  almost  exempt  from  contribution  to  the  common 
fund,  ib.  5086  ei  seq. 

Cost  of  the  irremovable  and  ca^tual  poor  of  the  union  for  each  year  stoce  1849,  A/e//- 

'^w^  5096 Increased   charge  in  Steyning  parish  through  the  residence  tht-rein  of 

labourers  who  work  in  adjoimng  parishes  where  they  cannot  obtain  cottages,  ib.  5096- 

5109.5116  et  seq. The  fairest  way  would  be  to  assess  each  pnrish  according  to  the 

value  of  the  property ;  some  of  the  parishes  would  probably  object  to  this  charge,  ih. 

5112-5116 Kfference  to  a  statement  containing  particulars  as  to  the  population, 

assessment,  &c.  of  each  parish  in  the  union,  and  the  amount  of  the  common  fund  ciiargfes, 
ifc.  5166-5168.  ^ 

Statement  relative  to  the  increased  value  of  projperty  in  the  Steyning  Union,  and  the 
rates  paid  for  the  poor  iu  1847,  ^^^  ^%Qt  Knij^  6760. 

See  also  J3b«c 

Stone-breaking,  Adequacy  of  the  stone-breaking  test,  if  properly  applied,  as  a  means  of 
preventing  imposture,  Pflge B91-893. 
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Strand  Union.    Absence  of  prejudice  to  the  Strand  Union,  or  to  unions  generally  if  the 

area  of  residence  were  extended  to  the  union,  Carder  ii8gh-iig4«  1^34*1238 Opinion 

that  the  repeal  of  the  law  of  removal  would  not  act  prejudicially  to  the  Strand  Uoion, 

»*.  1334* 

Sullivan,  Mary-  Instance  of  hardship  in  the  removal  of  Mary  Sullivan  from  London  to 
G>rk,  she  haviue  applied  for  temporary  relief,  through  sickness,  during  the  absence  of  her 
husband  in  seacn  of  work,  Humphreys  6536-6547. 

Sullivatif  MichaeL  Particulars  relative  to  the  case  of  Michael  Sullivan,  a  lunatic,  removed 
from  Scotland  to  Dublin ;  grounds  for  complaint  in  this  case,  MacFarlane  4745.  4751*- 
4772. 

Sunderland  Union.    There  were  formerly  many  more  Scotch  and  Irish  in  the  Sunderiand 

Union  than  there  now  are,  Hedley  3726,  3727 Proportion  of  charge  on  the  union  on 

account  of  the  irremovable  poor;  important  effect  hereon  of  the  Irremovable  Act  in 

increasing  the  charge,  ib.  2728-2739 Complaint  as  to  the  inequaUty  and  unfitimess 

of  the  system  of  averages  upon  which  tlie  common  fund  of  the  imion  is  based ;  unduly 
high  proportion  paid  by  Sunderland  as  compared  with  Ryehope,  Bisliops-wearmouth, 

and  other  parishes,  tJ.  273&-2773.  2803-2817.  2821-2823 Feeling  of  the  guardians  in 

favour  of  the  rateable  value  over  the  whole  union  being  the  basis  of  the  common  fund,  and, 
in  fact,  of  the  poor  rate  generally,  ib.  2769-2773.  2818-2820. 

Hardship  in  the  loss  of  irremovability  by  break  of  residence  in  the  same  union;  dis- 
cretion sometimes  exercised  at  Sunderland  in  not  removing  under  such  circumstances, 

Hedley  2774-2786 Very  beneficial  operation  in  Sunderland  of  the  Poor  Law  Amend-^ 

ment  Act,  ib.  2787-2793-^^Few  removals  lately  of  Scotch  and  Irish  from  the  union,  ib. 

2797-2799.  2876,  2877.  29i^»  29*3'  2991-2918 Few  irremovable  Irish  in  the  union, 

ib.  2800. 

Moderate  amount  of  the  poor-rate  for  the  parish  of  Sunderiand,  notwithstanding:  the 

inequality  of  the  present  system,  HedUy  2807-2819 Practice  in  carrying  out  Scotch 

removals,  t6.  2824-2832 The  Irish  leave  the  union  rather  than  be  removed,  ib.  2833- 

2836 ^Apprehended  large  accession  of  Irish  pauperism  at  Sunderland  and  in  England 

generally,  if  the  power  of  removal  were  abolished,  un  2837  ^^*  2914-2922. 

Particulars  as  to  the  mode  of  carrying  out  Irish  removals  from  Sunderiand ;  proper 
care  taken  of  them  during  the  journey  to  Liverpool  or  Whitehaven,  Hedley  2923-2931. 
2040-2943.  2974-2981— ^Case  of  the  removal  from  Dublin  to  Sunderiand  of  the  wife 
of  a  soldier  about  to  go  abroad ;  hardship  in  this  case,  the  woman  having  been  withm  a 
few  days  of  her  confinement,  ib.  2932-2943. 

Paper  delivered  in  by  Mr.  Hedley  containing  sundry  statistics  relative  to  the  number, 
cost,  &C.,  of  the  poor  in  the  union,  App.  p.  457. 

Sutton-^um-Duckmantan  Parish  (Chesterfield  Union).  (Indue  exemption  of  this  parish 
from  proper  contribution  to  the  commcm  fund  of  the  union,  Peach  3034-3649. 


T. 

Tapton  Parish  (Chesterfield  Union).  Unfairness  of  th  exemption  of  this  parish  under  ibe 
system  of  averages  upon  which  the  common  fund  of  the  union  is  based.  Peach  3726, 
3727- 

Taunton  Union.  The  Taunton  Union  comprises  thirty-eight  parishes,  only  two  of  which 
are  of  a  town  character;  area  and  population  of  we  union,  King  5558-5563 Par- 
ticulars relative  to  the  cost  of  the  irremovable  poor,  and  of  the  settled  poor  in  the  union 
in  different  years ;  decrease  in  the  latter  and  mcrease  in  the  former,  ib.  5564-5570  ■ 
Increased  cost  of  the  irremovable  poor  of  the  union,  attributed  to  the  tendency  on  the 
part  of  guardians  to  place  charges  on  the  common  fund,  instead  of  on  their  own  parishes, 

tb.  557i-*5574*  5609-5626 Lax  administration  of  the  law  in  consequence   of  the 

operation  of  the  common  fund,  ib.  5575,  5576.  5609-5626— —Full  employment  in  the 
Taunton  district,  ib.  5577,  5578 Few,  if  any,  irremovable  Irish,  ib.  5579-5581. 

Effect  of  a  three  years'  residence  to  increase,  though  not  considerably,  the  charges  on 
the  common  fund.  King  5582,  5583.  5627-5629.  5637-5640.  5651— Causes  of  the 

decrease  of  settled  poor  in  the  union,  ib.  5609 The  mcrease  of  the  irremovable  poor 

is  not  rapid,  Uf.  5630-5634 ^The  increased  cost  of  the  irremovable  poor  may  to  some 

extent  be  owing  to  the  increased  number,  as  well  as  to  laxity  of  administration,  ib.  5645- 

£650 Particulars  relative  to  the  number  and  cost  of  lunatics  in  the  Taunton  Union; 

abjection  to  their  maintenance  falling  upon  the  common  fund,  ib.  5684-5708* 

Decided  objection  to  union  ratinj;,  instead  of  parochial  rating  in  the  Taunton  Unioo, 

King  5725-5727 Difficulty  at  times  in  the  Taunton  Union  in  determining  upon  the 

question  of  placing  a  man  on  the  common  fund,  or  of  removing  him^  t&.  5749*575^-*— 
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Beport,  i860 — continued. 

Taunton  Union — continued. 

Practice  getterally  to  exercise  the  power  oi  removal,  Kinff  5763-6755 System  of 

empkiyment^  and  rate  of  wages  in  the  Taunton  district,  ib.  5764-5769. 

Tabular  statement,  showing  the  population  of  each  district  or  parish  in  1851,  the  num- 
ber of  lunatics  at  Lady-day  i860,  the  arerages  as  taken  in  1845,  and  the  rateable  value» 

95  March  1852,  App.  p.  471 Particulars  of  the  cost  of  the  irremovable  poor,  distin- 

ruishing  the  cost  of  lunatics,  and  vagrants,  for  eacA  half-year  since  1850,  ib.  472 

Number  of  irrenK>vable  poor,  and  of  vagrants,  at  each  half-year  since  1850,  ib.  473 

Statement  showing  the  county  rate  for  each  parish  in  the  union,  ib. 

See  also  Benefit  Societies. 

Test  €ff  Deetitution.     Suggestions  as  to  the  tests  or  checks  to  be  applied  iji  the  event  of 

settlement  being  abolished,  Pfl^e867  etseq.  1033-1048 Expediency  of  strict  measures 

being  taken,  in  order  to  prevent  imposture,  in  the  event  of  removals  being  abolished. 
Carder  1155-1157.  1178. See  also  Stone-breaking.        Workhouse  Test. 

Think  Union.  Statement  as  to  the  averages  for  two  parishes  in  the  Tbirsk  Union  having 
been  largely  increased  by  the  addition,  through  witness,  of  the  amount  levied  as  private 
rates^  Lambert  495-504. 

Thomas,  John  H.  Letter  from  Mr.  John  H.  Thomas,  dated  29th  May  i860,  with  references 
to  the  mode  of  assessing  the  common  charges,  and  the  question  of  reducing  the  period  of 
residence,  and  of  extending  the  area^  &c«,  App.  p.  493. 

Three  Years*  Residence.     Conclusion  that  the  greater  number  of  those  removed  from  certain 

towns  have  not  been  resident  for  three  years,  Lambert  43*46 Slightly  increased 

burden  upon  the  towns,  if  the  period  of  residence  were  reduced  from  five  to  three  years, 

ib.  47 Doubt  as  to  a  three  years'  residence  having  an  injurious  effect  in  regard  to  the 

poor  being  induced  to  remove  from  one  parish  to  another,  so  as  to  prevent  irremovability, 
ib.  68-79— —Approval  of  irremovability  being  obtained  by  three  years'  residence;  benefit 
to  the  poor  thereby,  Lambert  312-314;  Coxon  1418-1425.  1436;  Flint  3370-3372; 
Holmes  4024-4028;  MacFarlane  4593,  4594*  4622,  4623.  4721-4727;  JPbtter  6998-r 
7003. 

Increased  burden  upon  large  towns  like  Liverpool  if  three  years'  residence  were  to  con- 
fer not  only  irremovabiUty,  but  a  settlement,  Lambert  525-531 In  the  event  of  a 

settlement  being  acquired  by  three  years'  residence,  the  charge  in  such  cases  should  be 

upon  the  entire  union,  th.  532 Probability  of  a  three  years'  residence  not  being 

objected  to  at  Nottingham,  though  it  would  tend  to  increase  the  number  of  irremovable, 
poor,  Pa2e  838-843.  859,  860— ^Facility  in  proving  claims  to  irremovability  if  the 
period  ofresidence  were  reduced  to  three  years,  ib.  945-953. 

A  three  years'  residence  as  the  status  of  irremovability  would  be  beneficial  to  the 

poor,  and  ultimately  to  the  ratepayers.  Carder  1135-1139.  1210,  1211.  1324 The 

adoption  of  three  vears'  residence  would  increase  the  cost  of  irremovable  Irish  poor  at 
Birkenhead,  but  it  would  doubtless  be  a  benefit  to  the  poor,  Cajfon  1384-1394-—— 
Approval,  on  the  whole,  of  irremovability  being  acquired  by  three  years'  residence  in  the 
union,  as  being  of  some  advantage  to  the  industrious  poor,  Jones  1533-1542- 157^9  1573- 

1598-1601 Cbargeability  generally  occurs  before   three  years'   residence.  Maples 

1861-1865 Improvement  if  conditionally  the  period  ofresidence  were  reduced  from 

five  to  three  years,  Chamberlain  1952-1954.  1966*1969 ;  Steward  7439.  7501,  7502. 

Objection  to  a  three  years'  residence  conferring  a  settlements  instead  of  irremovability, 

Chamberlain  2099.  2100 Doubt  as  to  any  aovantage,  if  a  three  years'  residence  were 

adopted  in  regard  to  the  investigation  into  Irish  applications  for  relief,  Blake  2309-2317 
—  Disapproval  of  reducing  the  period  of  re>idence  lo  three  years,  Moore  2387,  2388; 

Darby  6563 Objection  to  a  three  years'  residence  as  regards  Sunderland,  unless  the 

charge  be  more  equitaUy  distributed.  Medley  2802-2806 Suggestion  that  if  three 

-  years'  residence  be  adopted,  it  be  a  strictly  independent  i-esidence,  ib.  2878. 

Approval  of  a  reduction  of  the  term  of  residence  to  three  years,  provided  the  cost  of 
the  irremovable  poor  were  distributed  according  to  the  rateable  value;  objection  other- 
wise, Peach  3695*-37l2.  3748 Approval  of  a  three  years'  residence,  provided  the 

common  Aind  be  chargable  on  the  rateable  value.  Burrows  3836^837 ;  Ouzman  j.142- 

4144 Suggestion  that  three  years'  industrial  residence  in  £ngland,  although  not 

continuously  m  one  parish,  should  ^ve  the  privilege  of  irremovabiUty,  M*Oee  4277-4280. 

4377-4398.  4428,  4429 The  reduction  of  the  period  of  residence  to  three  years  would 

be  a  g^reat  improvement,  but  difficulties  would  probably  be  offered  by  the  parish  officers, 
so  as  to  shift  the  burden,  Power  4859*-4864.  4973, 4974-  4982. 

Approval,  on  the  whole,  of  the  adoption  of  a  three  years'  residence  as  likely  further  to 
benefit  the  poor,  King  5637-56434  5651,  5652 — --Question  as  to  the  propriety  of 
reducing  ihe  period  of  residence  to  three  years,  or  of  allowing  five  years'  residence  to  confer 

a  settlement.  Lord  Hardwiehe  6628-6634 Improvement  if  three  years'  residence  were 

substituted  for  five  years'  residence ;  opinion,  however,  that  even  the  former  period  is  too 
long,  Eetcaurt  7022. 

0.95.  3  Z  Resolution 
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Three  Years'  E«M/^c«^-<:ontinued. 

Resolution  of  the  Committee  that  the  period  of  residence,  in  order  to  acquire  a  statue 
of  irremovability  (if  that  status  be  continued),  may  with  advantage  to  the  poor  be  reduced 
from  five  years  to  three,  Rep.  p.  iii. 

Totons.  Comparative  cost  of  settled  and  irremovable  poor  for  the  year  ending  Michaelmas 
1859  at  York,  Nottingham,  Chesterfield,  and  Derby;  habits  of  the  irremovable  poor 

adverted  to  hereon,  Lambert  30  et  eeq. Advantage  to  the  large  towns  if  a  three  years* 

residence  were  adopted,  and  if  the  common  fund  were  differently  managed*  Page  966 

Prejudicial  effect  of  the  Irremovable  Act  in  regard  to  the  ratepayers  in  large  towns, 
Corden  1063. 

Statement  relative  to  the  amount  of  the  rates  paid  by  the  towns  in  1859  as  compared 
with    1847,  the  year  after  the  Irremovable  Act  passed;   how  this    information   has 

been  obtained;  lower  rates  in  1859  than  in  1847,  ^wgA^  6683-6697 Absence  of 

injustice  to  town  parishes  to  the  benefit  of  rural  or  close  parishes  in  consequence  of  the 
law  as  to  the  mode  of  raising  the  common  fund.  Knight  6698  et  $eq. ;  Lord  Redesdak 

7176-7178.  7182.  7191-7197.  7273-7293 Reduced  rate  in  the  pound  for  the  relief  of 

the  poor  in  certain  town  parishes  referred  10  by  Mrs.  Lambert,  Knig&t  6734. 

See  also  Close  Parishes.        Three  Years*  Residence. 

Twist,  Ann.  Details  relative  to  the  case  of  Ann  Twist,  removed  with  her  three  children  to 
Cork  by  the  West  London  Union,  and  again  sent  back  to  London;  obstacle  to  again 
removing  htr,  as  hhe  refused  to  be  sworn;  circumstance  of  the  West  London  guardians 
having  given  her  some  money,  so  that  she  is  not  now  in  the  workhouse.  Potter  6789 
et  seq. 

Two  Years*  Residence.  Question  as  to  reducing  to  -a  less  period  than  three  years  the  time 
for  acquiring  irremovability ;  witness  sees  no  objection  to  the  adoption  of  a  two  years^ 
residence,  JLambert  4 1 3-455. 

U. 
Union  Rating: 

1.  Evidence  in  favour  of  Union  Ratify. 

2.  Evidence  in  disapproval  thereof 

1.  Evidence  in  favour  of  Union  Rating : 

Witness  is  in  favour  of  union  rating,  and  considers  that  under  such  system  there  woold 
be  equal  vigilance  exercised  by  the  representatives  of  particular  parishes.  Page  694-702 

Expediency  of  the  union  being  the  area  of  chargeability  rather  than  the  parish,  Jonei 

1561-1564.  1570;    Hedley  2773,  2774 Commonalty  of  interest   between  different 

parishes  in  a  union,  but  not  between  different  unions  in  a  county,  Hedley  2818-2820 

witness  is  in  favour  of  abolishing  settlement,  so  that  each  person  might  be  chargeable 
upon  the  union  where  he  might  happen  to  be,  union  rating  being  generally  adopted, 
Wri^^ht  3190-3209.  3221-3227 ;  Flint  3414-3417. 

Approval  of  the  adoption  generally  of  union  rating,  Lumby  3572-3574 Importance 

of  an  extension  of  the  area  of  residence  and  chargeahility  to  the  union  ;  beneficial  manage- 
ment of  the  funds  if  there  were  union  rating.  Power  4865,  4866.  4878-4884.  4984-4996. 

5022 Great  improvement  if  the  chargeability  were  made  to  extend  oyer  the  union,  so 

that  there  might  be  uniformity  of  charge.  Potter  6996-6999. 

2.  Evidence  in  disapproval  thereof: 

Witness  is  not  in  favour^  of  a  union  rate  for  all  purposes,  Lambert  574 ^Witness 

objects  strongly  to  union  rating  in  heu  of  parochial  rating,  and  concludes  that  under  the 
former,  system  the  same  interest  would  not  oe  taken  in  the  poor,  nor  in  the  administration 

of  the  funds.  Darby  5788  et  sea. ^Witness  concludes  that  it  would  be  very  unwise  and 

very  unjust  to  abolish  parochial  rating  and  to  adopt  union  rating ;  grounds  for  this  cooclo- 
sion,  Lord  Hardwicke  6580  et  seq. 

Beference  to  union  rating  as  a  sure  prelude  to  a  more  extended  area  of  rating;  great 
inequality  at  present  in  the  case  of  different  unions  adverted  to  hereon.  Knight  6777, 0778 

Inexpediency  of  extending  the  area  of  rating  to  the  union,  Estcourt  7036.  7154^ 

Injustice  in  the  transfer  of  burden  from  one  property  to  another  if  union  rating  were 

adopted,  ZordiJedewfa/c  7169-7174 ^The  rates  would  rise  under  union  rating, -Dfl^* 

beny  7382. 

See  also  Area  of  Rating.  Areas  of  Unions.  Common  Fund.  Consolidated  Fund. 
Ireland.  Leicester  Union.  Louth  Union.  Parochial  St/stem.  Valuation  or 
Assessment. 

Union  Residence.      See  Area  of  Residence,        Break  of  Residence.        Lincoln  Uwon. 
Settlement. 
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Vacancy.  Apprehended  tendency  to  vagrancy  if  the  power  of  removal  be  entirely  abo- 
lished; injorious  effect  of  local  charities  hereon,  Lambert  343-357.  386-389.  443*448 
—Probability  of  an  increase  of  vagrancy  if  the  power  of  removal  were  abolished ;  con- 
dideration  hereon  of  the  test  which  might  be  applied  by  boards  of  guardians  in  dealing 

with  vagrants  in  un6t  cases,  Pagf  867-893.  970-975.  1033-1048 Effect  of  the  labour 

test  in  checkine  undue  applications  from  vagrants  and  others,  Moore  3702-8704 

Improbability  of  vagrancy  incrrasing  if  removals  were  abolished,  FHnt  3406-341 1.  3417, 
3418. See  also  Workkoute  Test. 

Valuation  or  Assessment.  Importance  if  a  union  rating  be  adopted  generally,  that  the  same 
system  of  assessment  be  taken  throughout  each  union  as  the  basis  of  tbe  rates ;  the 

Boards  of  Guardians  should  settle  this  (j^uestion,  Coxon  1493-1504.  1515-1517 

Necessity  of  an  uniform  principle  of  valuation  if  the  rateable  value  be  taken  as  the  basis 
of  the  common  ftind,  Peach  3723.  3738— —Statement  relative  to  the  inequalities  of  the 
poor-rate  valuation  in  Somersetshire  some  years  ago ;  satisfactory  revaluation  made  for 

the  county  without  an  actual  survey.  King  6709-5724.  5746-5748 Too  low  amount 

taken  for  assessment  to  the  poor-rate  in  the  Taunton  and  other  unions;  amendment 

desirable  hereon,  t6.  5710.5728-5742 -System  of  assessment  for  poor-rate  purposes 

adverted  to ;  enormous  expense  of  a  general  re-valuation,  Darby  5870,  5871 All  the 

parishes  in  each  union  should  be  rated  and  valued  upon  the  same  principle,  Steward  7441* 
7500. See  also  Common  Fund.        Union  Bating. 


W. 

Wages.  Insufficiency  of  the  wages  of  agricultural  labourers  to  enable  them  to  lay  by  a 
subsistence  for  old  age,  Lambert  473, 474— —Wages  of  from  12s.  to  151.  in  witness's 
district,  Darbg  5872. 

WarreBnis  or  Orders  of  Removal.    Practice  at  Birmingham  in  procuring  orders  of  removal ; 

thej  are  always  made  in  open  court,  Corder  1269-1278 Statements  as  to  magistrates 

at  Leeds  granting  orders  of  removal  in  English  cases,  as  a  matter  of  course,  whilst  in 

Irish  cases  thtv  exercise  a  discretion,  Moore  2535*  2564-2584 Orders  of  removal  are 

idways  granted  at  Leeds  by  the  magistrates  in  open  court,  ib.  2578-2584 Less  careful 

inquiry  Dy  the  magistrates  at  Sunderland  in  granting  orders  of  removal  in  English  cases 
than  in  Irish  cases,  Hedley  2900-2911. 

All  applications  for  orders  of  removal  should  be  made  in  open  court,  M^Oee  4248 

Sundry  particulars  suggested  to  be  set  forth  in  the  removal  order,  ib. Witness  sees 

that  a  warrant  or  order  of  removal  is  duly  provided  in  the  case  of  each  pauper  removed 
by  him  for  the  parishes,  JVt»f  5181-5184.  5189,  5190. 

Copy  of  the  warrant  order  of  removal  in  the  case  of  Irish  poor  removed  from  Birming- 
ham, App.  p.  482, 

Recommendation 'by  the  Committee  that  no  warrant  shall  be  issued  for  the  removal  of 
any  poor  person  from  England  to  Ireland  except  by  justices  assembled  at  a  petty  session, 

or  by  a  stipendiary  magistrate.  Hep.  p.  iii Recommendation  as  to  the  particulars  to 

be  stated  in  the  warrant,  ib.  iv. 

West  London  Union.  Complaint  that  poor  removed  by  this  union  to  Ireland  receive  money 
at  the  Irish  port,  and  are  again  sent  back  and  become  chargeable  to  the  union,  Potter 
Sygg-..^-* Statement  that  there  are  hundreds  of  cases  of  removed  paupers  sent  back  from 
IreUnd  to  London  at  the  expense  of  parishes  in  Ireland,  or  else  chargeable  because  the 
magistrates  will  not  grant  orders  for  their  removal ;  explanation  hereon,  ib.  6789.  6888. 

S02  et  seg. Frequent  refusal  by  the  City  magistrates  to  grant  orders  tor  the  removal 
Irish  poor  from  the  West  London  Union,  so  that  although  thev  have  not  acquired 
irremovability,  they  remain  chargeable  to  the  union,  t&.  6902-^14.  0920-6937. 

Considerable  cost  to  the  union  on  account  of  the  irremovable  poor,  Potter  6915.  7015 
<^— Unequal  operation  of  the  law  in  the  West  London  Union,  two  of  the  ^parishes  in 
which  are  almost  exempt  from  puyment  to  the  common  lund ;  advantage  iTereon  of  an 

extended  area  of  rating,  ib.  6915-6917.  6961-6968.  7006-7014 Exemption  of  certain 

property  in  the  union  from  charge  for  the  poor,  tb.  6960-6962 Expediency  of  all  the 

property  in  the  union  contributing  in  fair  proportions  towards  the  cost  ot  the  irremovable 
poor,  to.  6963-6968.  7006-7014. 

See  also  Twist,  Ann. 

Widows.    Suggested  extension  of  the  period  during  which  a  widow  is  irremovable,  Corder 
1213- 
0.95.  4  A  Wirral 
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Wirral  Union.    The  Wirral  UnioQ  comprises  fifty-six  townships,  partly  commercial  and 

partly  agricultural;  Birkenhead  is  in  the  union,  Coxan  1338-1340 The  mode  of 

raising  the  common  fund  in  the  union  works  very  unfairly ;  particulars  hereon,  showing 

that  several  of  the  townships  contribute  nothing  to  ihe  common  fund,  ib.  1341-1368 

The  common  fund  and  tbe  number  of  irremovable  poor  are  greatly  on  the  mcrease,  ib. 

1369.  1370 Feeling  of  the  guardians  of  the  union  that  the  present  mode  of  raising  the 

common  fund  is  very  unfair,  and  that  it  should  be  based  on  tne  rateable  fund,  ib,  1371- 
1383. 
Improvement  as  regards  the  union  if  half  the  cost  of  the  irremovable  poor  fell  on  the 

townships  and  half  on  the  union  fund,  Cozon  1433-1435 Examination  with  refeieace 

to  the  snare  of  the  cost  of  the  irremovable  poor  of  the  union  boroe  respectively  by  Birken- 
head and  tbe  commercial  townships,  and  by  the  agricultural  townshi|>8;  question  hereon 
as  to  the  fairness  of  levying  the  common  fund  on  the  rateable  value  throughout  the 

union,  {ft.  1446  et  seq. The  average  rate  for  the  relief  of  the  poor  of  the  union  is 

Q\d.  in  the  pound,  t6.  1518. 

Statement  showing  the  operation  of  the  Irremovable  Act  in  the  case  of  tbe  open  and 
close  parishes.  Knight  6760. 

Sundry  accounts  and  tabular  statements,  showing  in  detail  the  area,  population,  &c.,  of 
each  township  in  the  union,  the  number  and  cost  of  irremovable  poor,  with  other  par- 
ticulars, App.  p.  464-470. 

Women  and  Children.     Irremovability  of  a  man's  wife  and  children  if  he  himself  has  ac- 
quired irremovability,  Lambert  302. 

Wootton  Basset  and  Crichlade  Union.    The  Wootton  Basset  and  Cricklade  Union  com- 
prises fourteen  parishes,  Daubeny  7295-7297 Greatly  improved  management  in  the 

union,  and  sreat  improvement  in  the  condition  of  the  lower  classes  since  the  introduc- 
tion of  the  Poor  Law  Amendment  Act,  ib.  7298-7305.  7318  etseq. Very  small  charge 

on  account  of  the  irremoyable  poor  in  the  union,  ib.  739&-7402. 

Worhhouse  Test.    Advantage  of  the  workhouse  test  as  a  check  upon  vagrancy  or  improper 
applications  for  relief;  practice  generally  in  applying  this  test,  Lambert  366-380.  390- 

396 Good  effict  of  the  workhouse  test  m  the  event  of  removals  being  abolished, 

Corder  1178- Evidence  showing  the  expediency  of  a  strict  workhouse  test;  effectual 

check  thereby  upon  abuse,  Chaml^lain  1945-1951.  1955  ^  seq.  2071  etseq.  2107-^ n 2. 

2121-2138 Effectual  check  through  Uie  workhouse  test  and  the  out-door  test  upon 

imposture,  Moore  2471-2473.  2482.  2507.  2513-2523.  2612-2615 Non-reluctance  of 

Irish  poor  to  obtain  relief  in  tbe  Sunderland  Workhouse;  check  through  the  labour  test 
applied,  Hedley  2895-2902. 

Belief  as  to  the  adequacy  generally  of  tbe  workhouse  and  labour  test  in  tbe  event  of 

removals  being  abolished,  Lam&y  3480,  3481.  3500-3510.  3546-3552 Unwillingness 

of  the  Irish  to  undergo  the  workhouse  test.  Peach  3678-3681;  Bwrrows,  3884-3887; 

Holmes  3979*3982 Application  generally  of  the  wt>rkhouse  test  in  Ireland,   Mac 

Farlane  4815,  4816 The  great  cause  of  the  reduced  pauperism  in  Ireland  Mraa  the 

extension  of  workhouse  accommodation.  Power  4901,  4902 Very  beneficial  operation 

of  the  workhouse  test  in  keeping  down  pauperism,  Lord  Hardwiche  6588-6597, 

See  also  Aston  Union.        Dietary.        Leicester  Union. 

Working  Classes.    Improved  condition  of  the  working  classes  in  witness's  district  under  the 
present  poor  law,  Daubeny  7298-7305.  7318  et  seq. ;  Lord  Hardmcke  6566.  6586-6592. 

Wright^  William.     (Analysis  of  his  Evidence.) — Relieving  o^cer  for  Royston  Union,  3002- 

3034.  3008-3010 The  union  comprises  twenty-nine  parishes,  all  agricultural,  3005- 

3007 Beneficial  operation  of  the  Irremovable  Act  in  tne  union;  decrease  rather  than 

increase  in  the  total  poor,  3011-3019 The  irremovable  poor  are  probably  about  one 

twentieth  of  the  entire  number,  3020-3028 ^The  parishes  in  the  town  of  Royston 

contain  an  undue  number  of  irremovable  poor  who  work  in  adjoining  parishes,  3029-3043. 

Statement  that  tbe  parishes  in  Royston  Union  and  in  neighbouring  unions  contribute 
to  the  common  fiind  in  proportion  to  their  rateable  value,  whether  there  are  any  irremov- 
able poor  in  them  or  not,  3044-3076.  3129  et  seq. Practice  of  witness,  an  relieving 

officer,  in  considering  applications  for  relief,  and  in  affording  relief,  3077-3085 Number 

of  tramps  or  vagrants,  and  mode  of  dealing  with  them  ;  improvement  if  a  labour  test  were 
applied  in  these  oases,  3086-3120.  3217-3220.  3222-3226. 

Lunatics,  if  removable,  are  charged  on  their  own  parish;  objection  to  their  being 
cbarged  in  any  case  upon  the  common  fund  of  the  union,  3121-3123.  3183-3189— — 
System  of  non-resident  relief  to  poor  belonging  to  other  parishes,  Royston  Union  also 

paying  for  some  of  its  poor  resident  in  other  unions,  3124-3128 Very  few  labouring 

poor  fn  Bygrave  parish,  in  Hitchin  Union,  the  parish  paying  nevertheless  to  the  common 

fund  in  proportion  to  its  rateable  value,  3132-3159.  3228 Hereditair  character  of 

some  of  the  poor  in  Royston  Union,  3175,  3176— — Moral  and  physical  improvement 
of  late  years  in  the  character  of  the  local  poor,  3177-3182. 

Witnesa 
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Wriffhtf  WHliam.    (Analysis  of  his  Evidence)— con^miierf. 

Witness  would  abolish  settlement  altogether,  and  have  a  union  rating,  so  that  the  hard- 
ship of  removal  might  be  avoided,  3190-3209.  3221.  3227 Doubt  as  to  any  increase 

of  paoperism  in  Royston  Union  if  remov<tls  were  done  away  with  ;  feeling  of  the  Board 

cf  Guardians  on  the  subject,  3194-3209. 332 1-3226 Effect  of  removability  m  checking 

the  circulation  of  labour,  3195-3205 Character  of  the  attendance  of  the  guardians  at 

the  meetings  of  the  Board,  3210-3216 Improvement  if  there  were  a  reduction  of  the 

period  of  residence  conferring  irremovability,  3221. 

Y. 

York  Unum.    Particulars  relative  to  the  common  fond  charges  for  the  six  months  ending 

March  1850,  and  the  six  months  ending  March  i860,  App.  p.  484 Copy  of  the  first 

report  of  the  committee  of  the  union  upon  the  irremovHole  poor,  dated  3d  July  1858, 
containing  sundry  particulars  relative  to  the  cost,  &c.  of  the  ii  removable  po<ir,  ib.  485-489 

Appendix  to  the  foregoing  report,  containing  further  particulars,  for  the  years  1858-- 

59,  ib.  489-492, 
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